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ABSTRACT

RAIDING THE CONTINENT: THE ORIGINS OF BRITISH SPECIAL SERVICE FORCES,
by Captain Howard J. Steers, USAR, 138 pages.

Tiiis study examines the rationale underlying the establishment and main-
tenance of the British commandos and airborne forces during the period
June 1940 to June 1941. The work illustrates the vital link between
overall strategic policy and the role of special units. The difficulties
encounterad when the two are not congruent are detailed, as well as the
irrational influences of personality and prior organizational interest.
The tendency of special units to assume a life of their own is also high-

nlhtld. °

This study provides historical experience which provides caveats to the

- contemporary decision-maker in the formation of special units, It is

applicable in the current debates on the long-rangé surveillance opera-
tions units and the Special Forces, ranger, and advisory assistance
relationships,
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INTRODUCTION

War 1s a time of uncertainty, and one of the most intractable
problems for the military planner; either in preparing for war or in
waging it, is the allocation of resources normally iﬁsufficient to
provide for every eventuality. If men, material, and time were un-
limited, forces could be optimally structured to meet ali contingencies,
but even then, the nature of war being what it is, the contingéncies that
do arise ;111 likely . ~ot have been unexpected. With this caveat in
mind, the orthodox planner .zv2rs the establishment éf general~purpose
forc?s. Tbeqé forces are aaequate in most circumstancés, and their in-
herent flexibility results in the most efficieqt'use of thé resources
available. |

. Advocates of.special—purpose forces would point oﬁt, however,
that in particular situations an optimized force is not only desirable,
but indeed absolutely essential if success is to be achieved. 1In
forces dependent upon tachnology, this is self evident; the argument
usua;ly concerns the probabili;f of neeé, in the overall strategy, of
~ the particular capability the technology bestows, The most intense,
and perﬁaps most interesting, debacas; however, arise over the forma-
tion of special-purpose forces centered around men rather than machines,
This 1is primarily a military, as opposed to naval or air, issue, and
as such th? disputa has proven a fairly constant one throughout mili-
tary history. The paramezers of such disputes are therefore fairly .
well defined.

These military special forcés base their effectiveness on

vi
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rigorous selection, intensive training, and an elitist esprit de corps;
Their effectiveness, in :he‘patticular conditions for which they were
established, is normally not at issue. They do, however, involve a
greater investment in resources than line umits—resources, including
aggrcssivp leaders, that are consequently divtrtqd from tﬁe line units.
The trade-off in overall effectiveness is thus the main bone of cor-
tencion. The special forces can be justified, 1£ ig'taken for granted,
if ;hc;r role is a vital one in :he‘conﬁext of'thg overall campaign
plan., If they are not required, however, they are in effect a waste of
valuable resources. It is consequently incumbent upon their proponent
to identify clearly their role,vco integrate it into overall policy,
and to support it only as long as it contributes to the overall effort.
Ia practice, however, such forces, by their very existence, develop a
self-justification unrelated to policy. The ressons for this are many.
Personal interests are normally 1nvolvea. The need for their special-
ized expertise is usually intermittent and, in the interim, planners
are apt to find employment for uncoummitted forces, regardless: of their
original role, to meet the needs at hand. Special forces thus assume
a life of their owa, and the transfigurations they may undergo during
it are remarkable. |

The function of the military historian may be seen primarily as
the explanation of the course of paéc events, rather than the critique.
of them, in order to provide the reader with experience that can be
applied to contemporary problems., The debate over the fole;of*special
forces continues in the United States Army today; as attempts are made

to define the relationship of airborne, ranger, specilal forces, and
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anti-terrorist units to the conventional general-purpose forces, This
thesis will examine an earlier example of special forées, establisked in
response to a perceived requirement, and will document the problems en-
countered in regard to the interrelationships of policy, role, doctrine,
organization, personality, and conflicting‘military requircments. The
difference between the ideal comprehensive and rational examination of
force structure, and the reality of continuous improvisations; will be
revéaled. It is hoped that an understanding of these factore, in a

historical context, will prove of use to the contemporary plamner.

0f all the troops of the British Empire that fougﬁt in the Secoﬁd
World War, perhaps those that most stir the imagination are the commandos .
and airborne forces. This was true then as well as now. The classic |
film version of Shakespeare's Henry V, produced by Sir Laurence Olivier
in 1944, was dedicated to these units, epitomizing as they did the
spirit and determination shown by the 'band of brothers' at Agincourt.
The simile seemed a natural ome. Churchill often referred to tﬁese
units in Shakespearean terms, and the feeligg was reciprocal. General
Gale, in the order of the day to his 6th Airborne Division prior to
the Normandy drop, included the passage from Henry V 'e..and gentlemen
in England, no abed...'

The commandos and airborne forces--termed Special Service troops

‘1u the early years——were originally established to raid the Continent,

and it is in this role that the former in particular are most readily
remembered. The phrase 'the steel hand from the sea' comes readily to
mind, Some of the raids conducted by these forces, such as at Bruneval

and St. Nazaire, can indeed be considered models of their kind. Both
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types of units proved themselves invaluable, {n many circumstances,
throughout the war. This study, however, will consider only the period
from Dunkirk until the German invasion of the Soviet Union, for it is
tyis segment which provides the most instructive view of the problcmsb
encountered with such special forces. This was, so to speak, the
'British war', the start of which saw the determination of the original
requirement for these units and the end of which was ﬁarked by a greatly
changed strategic situation, with its own peculfar demands. fhe caution
must con;equently be given that the Speeial Service troops:will be
examined solely in terms of their original frames of reference, rather
than with respect to their later morale value, the iater value of the
early operational lessons learned, or their later utility in the prose-
cution of the war. By the time that all these came to pass, the
strategic situation had twice changed, drastically and unexpectedly,
from that of June 1340. Thesge later benefits were useful by-products :
of the forces then in existence, but have little to do with an assess~
ment of the manner in which the Special Sarvice forces me:.the::;quire-

-~

ments of their original aim.

The evacuation of the British Expeditionary Force from Dunkirk
.in June 1940 marked a2 maior change in the British strategy for the
prosecution of the war. All efforts up to then had been oriented tcward
‘a land battle on the Continent. The evacuation raised the immediate
requirement for some type of operations to tie down German. troops along
the coast, in aid of the land battle still taking place in the southern
'pqrt of France. Before anything of this nature could be accomplisted,

howsver, the surrender of the French posed the gresster problem of how




a8 greatly weskenaed British army could continue to conduct offensive
operations againg~ the Germans on the Continent, particularly at a time
wvhen th;‘main obje -t of the army was likely to be the repulse of a
German invasion of the British Isles. As the initiative waas clearly

in the hands of the Germans, a number of requirements were also identi-
fied for contingency forcas to counter a Cerman invasion of Eire, or a
GCerman takeover of Gibralrar,

The only feasibla ;nsver to the problem of offersive operations
on the Coheincnt appeared to be that of raiding, a form of warfare in
which the British were thought to have demon :trated, historically, a
perticular expertise., Both Churchill, as Prime Min{ater and Minister
of Defence, ind the War Office favored a rai{ding policy, although their
ideas of the manner in which {t should be undertaken differed mnrkedl;.
This conflict was never to be fully resolved and would cause most of
the difficulty encowmitered during the carly life of the Special Service
forces,

The Britﬂsh had not paid much attention to the conduct of rafd-
ing in the inter-war period. In a time of restricted budgets and an
overall strategy that foresaw no requirement for raiding forces, this
‘was underatandable enough., At the beginning of the war, 2 Poyal Marine
Brigade was formed by the Admiralty, primarily for large-acale ratding.
This unit wss seemingly to aupport only a'navll campaign, for {ts role
was not integrated with the grand atrategy th;n being followed. The
pocential employment of this unit by the Admiraity {s unclear to this
day. The brigade vas just becoming operationally ready at the time of

Dunkirk, and it was soon earmarked for the contingency operations in
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Eire and later for use against the Portuguese and Spanish Aclantic islands.
It vas actually used twice, in the occupation cf Iceland and {n the asbor-
tive assault on Dakar in September 1940. For the vhole of the period
studiad, therefore, the brigade was not availadle faf offensive opera~-
tions against the Continent, and other forces had in be found for this
purpose.

The War Office, at the stnrtlpf the Norwvegisn ceampaign, h:ﬁ
cioltcd ad hoc units termed indepcndant companies for a guerrills war-
fare and raiding tole in support of the conventional forces in.Ncrwny.
By the time these units were formed and omploycd.ln action, however,
the si{tuacti-a had changed to the extent :hit'thcy were used very much
as ncrmsl {nfau vy unics. fhcy.wcfn available for rsiding ac the start
of ‘the period covered, but were ia fact on ;hc verge of being disbanded.
There were elements {n the War O0ffice that caé 1{ctle prospect for con-
ventional rsiding on the Continent, and favored & policy of unconventional
warfare. The Uag Office soon proceeded to o-t;blish & new type og unit,
modeled nloﬁg the lines of the Boer commandos of old, and intended for
thin‘uncouvcﬁtionnl raiding role. The analogy was, {n retrospect,

a false one, for the aobility given to the Boer commandos by their
hurses enabled them to operate throughout the ares of oparations,
vhereas the mobility given to the British units by landing crafe
restricted them to ?nrgots along the coast. They could nat, there
tor-,'apcratc in a true guerrilla role. Under the ctécunlcnncns,
h@wnv.r, there was no other alternative. A point of consequance was
that the commandos wers envissged ss a method for the British army

to remain i{n the fight, Projects for‘conducfing guarrillc warfare by

using the {ndigenous peoples of the occupied countries ware hetng
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initiated by other agencies, although, in the early days of haste and
confusion, the two concepts were used somewhat interchangeably.

A new, joint agency was then formed under the Chiefg of Staff
Committee to conduct raiding operations along the occupjed coasts of
Europe. This organization, the Directorate of Combined Operations,
encountered considerable resistance within the normal service machinery,
and was never fully integrated into the system, There was some finitial
confusion between the cénventional and unconventional raiding roles,
until a separate organization. the Special Operations Executive, was
formed to handle all unconventional operations. The directive given to
the Directorate of Combined Operations was ultimately far more limited
in sccpe than first conceived. For the mission of conventioﬁal riiding
on the occupled coasts, it could call on the independent companies, the
newly formed commandos, and the planned airborne forces. Larger units
for such raids, of the size of an army brigade group, were promised but
never assigned; and the Royal Marines, as mentioned, were not availadble.
The Directorate thus found itself forced to employ units which had been
established for other roles, and which were also, due to hostile critics
in the War Office, twice changed in structure by early 1941,

Churchi]ll had also called for spec{al units to raid the Continent,
and the commandos, cntéhing his imagination, became uvne of his pro:ege;.
Churchill wa3 entirely opposed, however, to the idea of small raids
advocated by the War Office. In h!a vtev,aminor operntgons'of 8 guerrilla
nature were not military operations in the accepted sense, and were hest
left to the Special Operations Executive. Churchill demanded large~secale

conventional raidse, and {n this respect the Dieppe operation in 1042
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vas a direct descendant of this policy, rather than a precursor of the
‘Normandy landings. Churchill's support of the commandos was for their
use in these larger operatioans, This idea did have some justification
in the pre-war amphibious doctrine, which required the use of special
troops for :hp.ingtial surprise assault, buv it was far removed frbm
the r;lc for which the Special Service troops had been formed, organiz;d. o
and trained. Their unsuitability for such operations was demonstrated
when they wers used in emergancies as regular forces in the Middle East.

Churchill's opposition to small raids, and the fiascos that
resulted from the first two raids in June and July 1940, caused him to
bgn suall raids on the coast of Europe.l Fairly determined n:tempti
were made through.March 1941 to have this restriction ‘11vfced, but with
no result: The primary arguments us;d in favor of small raids were the
effect the ban was having on the personnel in the uniés and the military
experience that could thcrnb§ be obtained. The usa of & series of small
raids to boost British morale was naver really considered; Churchill in
‘any event made it clear that he thought that small raids, indicating
ss they did British v;akncss, would be counterproductive,

The net result of this difference in ViCVﬂ“Ult that, for all the
time and effort expended, at the highosQ levels of the government, on
the Special Service forces, there was a very mesager return. The few
;lidl conducted were small and insignificant, lndvby March 194i the
policy of raiding the Continent had, for «l!l practical purposes, been
abandoned. The Cerman invasion of the Soviet Union did cause a re-
surgence of the raiding policy, but the spur to this wse the primarily

political need to do somnthing'vhich could be construed as m..7tary
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aid to the Soviets, rather than military requirements in themselves,
The new policy was also made possible only by the abandonment of the
contingency operations, now deemed less likely because of the Germ;n
involvement in the Soviet Union.

The forces and o;ganization cteafed for the original raiding
policy, in the main, outlived its demise, Churchill, dissatisfied
wich the limited War Office policy and the support given to it by the
first Director of Combined Operations, appoinﬁed his old friend Admiral
of the Fl?et Sir Roger Keyes to':he post in July 194N, Keyes initially
sided witﬁ Churchill on the issue of large-scale operations, but he
soon came to realize that the resources available prevented these for
some time to come, He was determined on offensive action, and con-
sequently began to argue himself for small raids. These operations
still being denied, he began to look further afield for opportunities
for action. Raiding in the lediterranean, or use of the Special Service
troops for some of the contingency pperations, were possibilities that
wers pursued. Churchill, whc was impatient for any worthwhile offen~
sive operation and who thought that the Chiefs of Staff were not being
responsive anough, supported Keyes in higudisregard of the limftations
of area and type of operation found in the original directive to the
Director of Combined Uperations,

The combination of Churchill's support for the commhndos'and bar
on small raids, Keyes' desire for oifsmsive operations and his dislike
of the limitations of the directive, the establishment of the Special
Operations Executive, the failure to clearly define the role of the

Special Service troops, the influence of the pre-war doctrine requiring




special troops in the initial wave ol an amphibious assault, and the
diversion of the Royal Marines.for contingency operations caused the
commandos to be transformed from an unconventional, guerrilla-;}pe
raiding force to regular units serving a primarily Royal Matiﬁe function.
At ona time during this period, ;he suggestion was actually made that
all the commandos be con#erted into Royal Marines, but this was re-
jected on the grounds that it would exclude the army from Affensivc
operations. The raiding role, as previously noted, was toibe revived
at the end of 1941 and would continue throughout the vit. The Royél
Mavi.as themselves then began to convert.to the commando organization,
and they have retained this role chr since. This_ttansformntion of the
Special Service troops holds many 1eszrns,for.£h¢ planner, most partic-
ularly because at no time during the period was a logicsl and compre-
hensive review of the requiriments conducted. Rather than being a
programmed respouse to s clear strategic need, the Special Service
organization grew like Topsy, subject to many extranecus influences of
personality and éircunntlnc-. The forcas took on & life of their own,
and it vas only in March 1941 that the'qunstioh‘wl: raised about the
size to which they had grown, Evﬁnvthcn, this was lcfﬁ unansvered,
dus to the vested interests that had by that time been formed.

The airborne forces, also'originally under Ehc operational
control of the Directorate of Combined Operations, ars examined as
an {ntaresting contrast to the dovelopm«n:‘of the commandos. The
structural arrangements in thcir.can. ﬁ-re rather difterenf than
those concerning the commandos, and the airborne forces were much more

the sole responsibility of the Air Staff, a body inherently hostile
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to their existence. Their role was even less clearly defined than that
of the commandos, The fault for this can be evenly attributed to all
the parties concerned, but the interesting point is that, because °f.
this lack of a role, and their organizational subordination, the Airf
Ministry was enabled to prevent any growth duri:g this period. The
arguments for and against the airborne forces aside, this growth limita-
tion, in the circumstances, was probably the correct response, one that
differed greatly from the case of the commandos.

The study closes with an examination of the change in po;icy
occasioned by the German invasion of the Soviet Union. The commandos
had by then achieved basically their final form, and their further
development through the war was a continuum. This, however, is another

subject in 1itself.




CHAPTER I

BRITISH RAIDING FORCES FROM THE
OUTBREAK OF WAR TO DUNKIRK

The outbreak of war in September 1939 found the British

forces poorly prepared for raiding operations. The limited iat

in this form of warfare during the pre-war years was due primar
that bcreuninl bugbear of British defense planners, a severely

ad budget. in combination with the lack of any perceived requir

for a raiding capability. The Admiralty had formed a committe
Admiral Sir Charles Madden to define the function of the Royal
Corps, created in June 1923 by the amalgamation of the Royal M
Light Infantry and the Royal Marine Artillery, and in the final

report of 6 August 1924 the recommendation was made that the Cd

trained to provide a striking force that, among other tasks, caq

]

difficulties', aud so proposed the establishment of a Royal Mar

enemy coastlines, under the direction of the fleet commander,
committee had been instructed to formulate an ideal policy bas

naval requirements, '1rrespective of financial or other extran

Brigade of four battalions, half regular and half reserve, to a

the tasks outlined. In doing so, the committee cautioned that

stringencies might prevent the implementation of the recommenda

for some time to come.l
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This proved an accurate prediction, for no action was taken

until the Abysinnian crisis in 1936. The British planners were

then



faced with the possibility of having to conduct ralding operations
in the Red Sea, or even against the Italian mainlaand. The only con~-
crete step taken, however, was the construction of seventeen steel
punts for use by submarine raiding parties. These were stored at lalrta
after the crisis, and remained there until the outbreak of the war in
1939.2 The neglect of amphibious operations in general was rectified
to some extent with the establishment of :ﬂe Inter-Services Training
and Development C;ntre 1n‘1938. This organization was respsnsible
for 'the Qcﬁdf and.development of the material, technique, and tactics
neces;ary for all types of combined opearatians', which included sea=-
borne raiding.3 In conjunction wi£h this, the Centre secured approval
inlearly 1939. for the construction of four aluminum punts for trials,
as the old steel punts were not deeméd fully satisfactory. The sug-
gestion was also made that the Royal Marines maintain a small force
trained for raiding in peacetime, so as to be ready for raiding immedi-
a:el? when war broke out, but this idea, moat'probably due to personnel
constraints, was not pursued further.a
The start of the war thus found the British with the old punts
at Halfa and one new punt completed in the Unitad Kingdom, and with no
troops trained, or even earmarked, for raiding operations. In the con-
text of the milizary situation at the time this was acceptable{ and

preparations continued at a leisurely pace. In late September 1939,

' the Adjutant General Royalluazines, Lieute=nant General A. G. B. Bourme,

produced a paper recommending the formation of a Royal Marine Brigade
of three battalions, along the lines of the Madden Comuittee's proposal.
This was approved by the Admiralty on 19 October 1939, without reference

to the Chiefs of Staff Committee. The actual formation of the brigade
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would take some considerable time, as the Royal Marines had started .
the war with only 1,082 mean in the Royal Fleet Reserve, and the Corps
vas almﬁst wholly committed to sea-going requirements. Priority was
algo baing given to the establishment of a Royal Marine Mobile Naval
Base Defence Organisation. The Royal Marine Btigada; including the bulk
of its officers, Qould conéequently have to bte found from scratch.
Bourne interviewed each office£ candidate personally, and the officer
training started on 1 Decembeg 1939, The full brigade was not scheduled
to be combat ready until the end of June 1940.3
The briéade had apparently been formed for a purely naval func-

tion, as a handy co;tingghcy force, rather than to £ulfill a defined
strategic requirement. The commandcr-designate of the brigade, Briga-
dier A. C. St. Clair-Morford, met with his key coum;ndets‘and staff
off}cers at the Royal Marine Depot at Eastney in early October 1939 to
define more clearly the purpose of the unit. Tﬁe primary role of the
unit was perceived by this confe;ence to be that of raiding, in large-
scale operations involving the entire brigade. The recommendation was
therefore made that'§ fourth batta'ion be added, tolsecute the beach
thlc the other three operated inland.b Churchill, then First Lord
of the Admiralty, approved, and the fourth battalion was established
by December 1939, The battalions themselves wers also slightly
enlarged, the total strength of the brigade being set at 113 officers
and 2,545 other ranks, with a ten percent reserve,

~ The first formal principles for the employment of the brigade
were framed by Rear Admiral T, S. V. Phillips, the Deputy Chief of
Naval Staff, on 22 December 1939. He thought that limited raiding

operatious at night on selected points of the enemy coast was



something for which preparations should be undertaken immediately,
though he gave no indications of where he thought such operations might
take place. He pointed out that the Royal Marine Brigade would be
ideal for this task; it couid be lightly armed, and its organization,
equipment, and training optimized for raiding. Souwesters, for example,
could be worn in place of steel helméts, and sand shoes instead of
boots. The equipment nee&ed for :hislrole would not conflict with the
requirements of the o:hetbservices, then involved in their own expan-~
sion progfams.7 The Deputy thefé of Staff Commit:iee coﬁsidered this
matterlon 3 January 1940, and agreed that « unit such as the Royal Marine
Bfigade, which could be used at comparatively shoft notice 'for any'
suitable ope?a:iou which might be projected’', would he 'of great value'.8
| A raiding cepability was still not demanded by the dverall
. strategic plan, and the Admiralty remained the main proponent éf the
concept. The War Office, which would be respoqsible for Supplying
much of the military equipment for the brigade, was apparently not kept
fully informed of its development. This lack of information, combhined
‘with the Army'é own demands for equipment, made the War Office a bit
reluctant éo accede to all the Admiralty's tequests.9 St. Clair-Morford
therefore met with representatives of the War Office on 1 March 194N to
resolve some of the probleams, Duriag this meeting, he defined the
primary role of thg brigade as raiding--"tip and run' affairs of a few
hours, rather than days. Amphibipus assaults and cooperation with the
field army were considered to be secondary roles. The brigade was to
lbe organized and érained for raiding, and would carry nothing that could
not fit into the assault landing craft then starting to come into

service. Further equipment and training would be required before the
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brigadse ﬁould be able to undertake extended opetttioni. The brigade was
not scheduled to be combat ready by 1 August 1940, though St. Clair-
Morford thought it could be used earlier in an e-ergency.ln
The chning of the Norwegian theater of war on 9 April 1940
seemad to present the first real opportunity for raidirg operationsf
The Royal Marines were caught with the brigade s£ill untrained, how~
ever, and ﬁhc only forces the Corps had available consisted of the de-
tachnments 6f three capital ships then in drydock a few antiaircraft
guns, an& the decachments of the ships off Norway. Royal Marine oper#-
tions in this campa;gn were thgs limited to some very minor landings.11
fhc unreadiness of the Royal Marines was compensated for by a
section in the War Offiqe termed Military Intelligence, Research, or
MI(R). This section had originally been termed General Staff, Research,
and was a loosely controlled element of the War Office reporting direct-
ly to the Chief of the Imperial General Staff. Under its first head,
it was concerned with army education, but things changed markedly when
Major J. F. C. Holland took it over late in 1938, Holland had served
14 Ireland thing 'the troubles', and this had resulted in an abiding
1ncero§: in guerrilla warfare. His proposals for prepar;tion for un-
cnnventional warfare were supported by the Deputy Director of Military
Intelligence, and on 13 Kptii 1939 the Chief of the Imperial General
Staff formally tasked the section with the study of guérrilla warfare
and the preparation of guerrilla field service regulations. 4The section
was a2lso expanded at this time by the addition of Major C. McV. Gubbins,
and 1t was eventually transferred to the Military Intelligence Division

of ‘the General Staff. By June 1939, Gubbins had produced three pamphlets:

ey
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The Art of Guerrilla Warfare, Partisan Leader's Handbook, and How to

Use High Explosives.12

With the start of the Norwegian campaign, MI(R) -attempted to put
the theories it had expounded into practice. Its first effort, Operaﬁion
KNIFE, was scheduled for mid-April 194(. Six officers were to land by
submarine at Sogne Fjord, ski lover to the 0Oslo-Bergen railway, and blow
it up. This operation was abarted, although another one was aﬁﬁatently

run by the section later, with more success. Some of the officers from

the KNIFE. team were then usedito get up a school for unconventional war-~

fare at Inverailort in Scotlaqd.13

i
t -

More extended operations were envisaged for a new type of unit
|

| .
that MI(R) proposed at the start of the campaign, termed an independent
company. These proposals must have received some support from the Chief

of the Imperial General Staff, as the War Office acted with unaccustomed

alacrity in forming these uniﬁs. On 16 April 1940, the General Officers

, Commanding of Eastern, Western, Northern, and Scottish Commands and of

Northern Ireland were directeJ to form an independernt company each from
|
| .

the territorial divisions under them. On 18 April 1940, a further call

went out to Eastern, Western, and Northern Commands for yet another five

\
|
independent companies.la j
|
1

These companies were to be formed under the direction of Gubbins,
z

; ,
who was recalled from an assignment involving the estabiishment of Czech

and Polish resistance organiz#tions. The companies had a strength of
\

22 officers and 267 other ranﬁs, and were comprised of a cbmpany head-

quarters, consisting of a command and administrative section, an intel-

ligence section, a 3ignal section, a support section, an ammunition

!

section, a medical detachmentJ and an engineer detachment, along with
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three platoons of three sections each. The companies had a total of

70 piscols, 202 riflcs. 9 sniper rifles, 13 light machine guns, and

10 ancitank rifles. All cheipersonnel, with the exception of a few
oific-rs and interpreters provided by the ﬁar Officc, wﬁre volunteers
from t£¢ tcrri:otigl divisions. The companies were formed on a building~
block basis, i.e., each battalion of the territorial divisions provide?
a section, so that each brigade provided a platoon, and the divisional
troops ;upplidd their Qppropriate sections.15 There was no supply or-
ganization as such. but.SO to 60 tons of stores, including a special
issue of snowshoes, arctic boots, sheepskin coats, and alpine rucksacks,
were allotted to each company and administered by the headquarters
element. On active service, aach company was also given J4,0M) for local
purchases, The original cohcept w#s that each company should be or-
ganized as a shipborne unit, the ship serving both as 1ts base and its
means of tranquttation to and from operations. No transport was

therefore provided.

The rcle of the indepehdent ~ompanies was originally defined as
that of guerrillas. By ﬁheir,own successful small actions, they were
Ito raise the mor#le of the local populace and then, following the pro-
cedures outlinedin the MI(R) pamphlets, organize indigenous guerrilla
bands., Their training was thus to be directed towards four types of
operations: harassing of communications by destrucrion or interruption
of raillways, roads, tracks, etc.; stalking and mopping up isolated
enemy poe:3 or parties; ambushing small parties or supily columns; and
communicating with local centers of resistance or relief of such centers
if atracked. In all these opefacions, the value of operating at night

wss stressed. These was a great emphasis on fitness, with much roadwork



_ and cross~country running, until every man was to be able to run 20
miles on the flat and 15 to 20 miles in the hills. The platoons had
to be able to operste independently of the conpany,‘to & common plan,‘.
and the sections likewise, at least for periods of up to 72 hours.
This was the reascen for the high pcrccncagc‘of officers in the unict,
extending down to section commander. The men themselves had to be self-
reliant, exiscing on what they could carry or obtain from the local
1n$nb1tan:s, as wall as being proficient in first atd. 16

Events in lNorway resulted in an acceleration of the mobilization
schedule, the laac‘bf the mobilization orders being issued on 22 April
1940. The iirst company was to be ready to mive overseas by 27 April
1940, rhe lasc company by 4 !ay 1940. What this schedule mesant for the
companias on a resl-time basis is seen in the experience of Yo, 1
Independent Company, which departed for Roayth on its journey to Norway
only four asys after it assembled at Marton. The quality of the various
companien ciffered. They were fully equipped for their intended rola,
and they ware all filled with men {n excellent phyaical condition, but
as they were formed from territorial divisiona they were thus largely
compose:d of green troopa.‘ The mobilizatfon schedule provided prac-
tically ad time f?r unit training, and one later reprrt states that some
_ of.their personnel had never fired s live round unti) they reached
Norwa‘y.l7
Vhile the companies were assemhling, the stratepgic situation in
Jorway, with the faflure of the attempt against Trondheim and the im-
pending evacuation of Aandalsnes and lamsos, was steadily deterior? ting.
This worsened situation was to result in a drasti{c change in the mode of

employment uf the companies, the apparent subject of a meeting {n the



office of the Chief of the Imperial General Staff on 2% April 1940,18
The companies would no longer b§ ahle to operate in southern Norway as
the harassing arm of a solidly established field army. The Germans,
with the air cover provided from their new base at Troandheinm, were free
to aqﬁanco along the coast towarda Narvik, and the pt!siiug ncod:of the
mnoment was the blocking, or at least the delay, of'such a move, The
British force at Namsos was first ordered to prévid- & detachment to
delay from Namsos to Mosjoen. When the commander replied that he was
unable :5 comply with these instructions, the scoes Cuards at: Narvik

had to send a company to Bodo as an interim measure. The only other

- troops readily at hand in the United Kingdow were the {ndependent com—

panies, snd it was accordingly decided to form five of them {nto a

group under Gubbin's command, termed 'Scissoraforce'.

On 2 May 1940, s mobilization order was isaucd for a Headquactters
'Special Service', a 'SpociaL.Scrvicn'Signal Detachment, and a 'Specisl
Service' Administration Group to serve as the command orgintzt:toa for
'Scissorsforce’. No. | Indapendent Company had already sailed for ‘o,
and Nos., 3, 4, and $ indcpcndcnt Companies, along with the andnuattets'
'Spacial Service', would be shipped from the Clyde on the mornthg of
4 May 1940, ﬁo. 2 Independent Company and the 'Specfal s§r§1cn' Admin-
istration Croup w‘r; to follow.l!? Gubbina' task was to prevent small
Garman ses or air landed parties from occupving Bodo, !fo, and ‘‘osjoen.
He wvas to take all possible steps, using demolitions and harassing |
tactics, to 1mp¢;¢ any major Cerman overland advance. [Prolonged
froacal resistance was not to he offered; the companies wers to
endeavor to operats om :hc'flnnk of the GCerman forces, act:éking thelir

lines of communication. Gubbins was {nformed that he could ask for
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further independent companies, or reinforcements of tanks, brea-gun
carrisrs, 3.7" howitzers, or 3" mortars, provided he could be sure
of landing them, erploying thea to good purpose, concealing them from
air atctack, and supplying them. He was to maintain a 30-day eatock of
supplies, and was instructed to ascertain what small ships he might
find necessary for transport. In addition, he was given eight Indian
army officers to employ as he saw fit,'making the maximum use of their
knowledge of unconventional warfare and operations in mountainous
coumry.z0

These instructions seem racher'confuning, for although they were
framed with the guerrilla role still in mind, the reinforcements offered
wera clearly not consonant with that method of warsare, The worsening
sicuation in Norway actually resulted in the independent companies
being employed mu&h in the nauner of normal {nfantry, Gubhins himself,
iowever, was partly at fault in this, for there might have been oppor-
tunities for using guerrilla tactics. As Major General J. L. lloulton -
points out in his study of the llorweglan campaign, when lNos. 4 and 5
Independent Companies were cut off at 'Mosjnen by a small German landing
in their rear, 'the pretensions of the 1MProvis¢d‘Br1tish force to
guerrilla expertise were at one axposed'., Instead of acting as a
guerrilia force‘and continuing their delsy over axtremely favorahble
- tarrain, the companies vere immediately withdrawn hy uea.zl

The independent company organirzation was not entirely suited for
the conventional role in which they were emploved, and the recognition
of this resulted f{n the gradual absorptinn of the 24th Guards Brigade

into 'Scissorsforce’ during the course of operationa. The fivas {nde-

pendent compam {es remaining in the Un{ted Kingdom were requested on
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15 May 1940, but were prevented from sailing to Norway by shipping
dif!icuitics. Tﬁa campaign ended for the independenﬁ companies with
the evacuation of Bodo. Nos. 1 and 4 Independent Companies were
brought directly back to Scotland on 29 May 1940, vhiie the others
passed through Harstad in Norway first. The last independent conpanyb
'left Norway on 8 June. 194022
| On their return from Norway, Hos, 1 through S Independent Com-
panias were retained as a group in Scotland for refitting and training.
Gubbins returned tottho War Office to start organizing a resistance
movement within the United Kingdom, in anticipation of a German inva-
sion, Command of the group of los. lithrough 5 Independent Companies
was assuned by Lieutenant Colonel H. C. Stockwell. Hhcfhet & second
group vnilformld (fom the companies that had not gone to Horwaylis
uﬁcortain. In any .vcnt; vith the end of the campaigu for which :hey.
vere ctc;ccd. the tQ:urn usefulness of the companies was questioned by
some elemants in the War Office, and Stqckvell soon received an order
to disband his five companies. He 1gnoréd this otvder, which was
r.dﬁindcd three days later, With the Cermans seemingly on the verge of
invasion, the need for formed units for the defense¢ of the United King-
dom was apparent, and the indepandent companies were used to shore up
the defenses in such areas as Cornwall and the Scilly Islands;23

The period from September 1939 until June 1940 had thus seen
no use of raiding forces by the Br;tish. The Royal Marines, earmaried
for the general raiding role, but wich no specified objectives, were
just becoming operationally ready at the time of Dunkirk, and wenld

soon be diverted from other types of operations. The independent




companies had not been able to operate in the raiding role in Norway,

and the War Office apparently felt that there would be little scope

for th&ir type of operations against the German-occupied Continent.

The War Office would in fact now look to more unconventional forms of
voperations, aithough many of the problems encountered with the inde-
pendent companies--the establishment of ad hoc forces in a time of great
haste and confusion, wichout a clear policy for their use--would reappear

during the establishment of yet newer types of faiding forzes,
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_ CHAPTER II

PLANS AND PREPARATIONS FOR
RAIDING THE CONTINENT

The withdrawal of British forces from ﬁotvay and France resulted
in a completely new, and unplanned for, strategic situation. Priority
clearly had to be given to preparations for the defense of the United
Kingdom sgainst a possible invasion. The War Office nevertheless
immediately started wrestling with the problem of getting the army back
inco the fight against the Germans. Any offensive operations conducted
from the United Kingdom would have tn be amphibious ones., The forces and
naterial would soon be in hand for ; brigade aﬁsaulc, and this capa-
bility would be used in contingency opefacions planned for Eire and the
Portuguese Atlantic 1slands, the Azores and Cape Verdes, as will as in
the actual attack on Dakar in September 1940, The Royal Marine Brigade,
now operationally ready, would be held on standby for these contingency
Qpcrltions into late 1941,

The use of this amphibious capability for large-scale raids on
the Con:ine;t vas not deemed feasible by thé War Office. Eveﬁ smaller
conventional raids, such as could be carried out by the indepcndent com=
panies, were at first nyt considered profitable-~~hence the disbandment
orvdars for these units, The possibilities for unconventional operations,
however, seemad much more inviting. Lieutenant Colonel D. W. Clarke,
the Military Assiscant to the Chief of the Imperial Ceneral Staff,

pcndered over rhis matter on the evening of 4 June 1940, and formed the

15
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cohcept of using small groups of hand~picked men, modeled along the
lines of the Boer csmmandos of the South African War, for guerrilla-type
operations. Clarke was familiar with the writings of Deneys Reitz |
regarding the commanaos, gnd he had spent his boyhood in South Africa.
He reasoned that the British could use their command of ;he sea to pro-
vide th2 mobility required 'tq aim mosquito stings with telling effect'
upon the Germans, much as the Boers had done after the defeat of their
main forces in the field. Clarke even proposed that these troops be
termed ';ommandos'.

Clarke explained his ideas to Lieutenant General Sir John pill,
who held the position of the Chief of the Imperial General Staff, on
5 June 1940, Dill appfoved'the concept with fwo provisos. The creation
of the commandos would not divert any ekisting unit from its task of
home defense, and only the barest minimum of equipment was to be pro-
vided. Dill apparently received covering approvél for the scheme from
Churchill on 6 June 1940. As will be seen below, Churchill was at the
time wofking on similar ideas of his own, There were some major dif-
ferences in his concept, but iq the press of events the various schemes
were apparently mergad together, with no clear distinctionm.

. On the same day, 6 June 1940, Clarke was accordingly instructed
to establish a.new section in the War Office under Brigadier 0O, M, Lund,
the Députy Director of Military Operations, to be termed MO 9, He was
directed to get a raid mounted across the Channel at the earliest pos-
sible moment, most probably in order to provide a diversion for the
Allied forces still fighting 1n the south of France., As Clarke describes
in his book, the first task was to find suitable personnel, and a 'ready-

made solution to hand' was the independent companies, then on the verge




17
of disbandment. It does seem odd that one type of raiding unic was
being disestablished just as another was being formed, but at this
time Clarke was thinking of a much'more unconveational organization
than that represented by the independent companies. The commandos were
-to more of & pool of specialists who could be detailed off as necessary
.for 2n individqal operation, and who would only tﬁen be equipped from
a4 central stock of material. In effect, he was to work in a manner very
stu}ilnr to MI(R), the principal difference seeming to be that HI(R) wvas
‘ then conc;rned with guerrill; operations ﬁy indigenous forces, whereas
Clarke was looking only for a way for the British army to continue the
struggle. The two sections were similar enough at this stage, however,
to be considered somewhat interchangeably, thus adding to the confusion.

Clarke immediately went up to Scotland to see the five independ-
ent companies that had not gone to Norway. He selected two officers
from these units, and directed them to pick a hundred men each for the
first raid. The total was increased soon after to 25 officers and 350
other ranks, the whole being designated variously as No., 11 Independent
Company or No. 1l Commando. After this unit had been formed, Nos. 6,
7, 8, and 9 Independent Companies were to be‘disbanded.1 Clarke then
apprdnchca the Assistant Chief of Naval Staff for an Admiralty counter-
part, and Captain R. A. Gatnons-ﬁilliams then in the process of blocking
Zeebrugge, was designated the Admiralty contact under the Operaéions
Division. A few staff officers and civilian assistants were gathered
into No 9, and work began on two projects simultaneously. The first of
these was the mounting of a raid by 180 personnel of No. 11 Independent
Company/Cqmnando in the area of Le Touquet on the night of 23/24 June

1940, termed Operatic: CATLAR. The size of the raid had been governed

SRRV
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by the equipment and transport available. At that‘time, there were;
for example, only 40 'tommy-guns' in the United Kingdom, aﬁd all that
Garnons-Williams could find to get the troops across were six crash
boats borrowed from the Royal Air Fotce.z The second project was the
raising of ten commandos, each of ten troops of 3 officers and 50 other
ranks,

The commandos were to be formed in a manner that would encourage
the initiative displayed by the Boer commandos of old. Only the
lieutenan£ colornels commanding the units were to be selec:ed by the Waf
Office. They would then select their own junior officers, and these
would in turn select their own men. The commandds would not be hqused
in barracks, each man being given a monetary allowance in lieu of accom=
modation and messing. This would add to theirrindividual initiative,
and would cut down on the unit overhead. The unit would be allotted
a house near the sea as a headquarters, to which the men would report
every day for training. There would similarly be no unit equipmeﬁt or
transportation, these being provided from a central pool when necessary
for training or operations. Clarke mentions in his book that more
difficulties were caused by this failure to ask for equipment than
would have occurred 1{f a more orthodox establishment had been submitted.
These measures did conform to Dill's strictures,.however, that no exist-
ing units were to te diverted for raiding and that equipment demands
would be kept to a minimum. It is probable that only in the crisis
following the evacuation from Dunkirk that such extraordinary steps
could be taken in Whitehall.

At the same time that tha War Office was developing the commando

idea, Churchill was placing demands of his own on the Chiefs of Staff.
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On 4 June 1960, as soon as the Dunkirk evacuation was completed, ha told
the Chiefs of Scaff that it was 'of the highest consequence to keep the
maximum number of Cerman troops committed along the coast., This would
aid the Allied defense of the south of France. He therefore wanted
raiding forcas, in units of 1,000 nen, totalliﬁg not less than 10,000
when combined, organized immediately. The Chiefs of Staff hardly had
time to consider this when Churchill, on 6 June 1940, sent them anocﬁer

memorandum demanding that proposals be framed for 'stfik;ng companies'

to develop a 'reign of terror' along the German occupied coast. Churchill

recognized that the first raids would have to be of the 'butcher and
bolt' type, but as soon as the forces were orggnized he was all.f&r an
operation such as the temporary occupation of Calais or Boulogne. He
also wanted methods devised for landéng tanks onto beaches, the estab-
lishment of a parachute force of 5,000 men, and the organization of an
intelligence and sabotage network along the coast. In short, Churchill
looked to the Chiefs of Staff for measures to pursue 'a vigorous, enter-
prising, and ceaseless offensive against the whole German bccupied

coastline'.?

-

It must have been with this idea of ocffensive operations {a mind
that Churchill had approved the establishment of the commandos. Church-
111, in his histoxy of the war, quotes with pride the two memoranda
cited above. The idea was just the sort that would appeal to him, and
ne was to take a very personal interest in the development of the
commandos. It is obvious in retrospect, however, that Churchill from
the start envisaged operations on a far greater scale than the War
Office had in mind when setting up 10 9. The material and pefspnnél to

carry out these large operations would not in fact be available for

-
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Soue time to come, bdut Churchill was determined to pursue them, and

‘was irriated by what he saw as a lethargic response from the service

ninistries. He would not be put off by the proposals for a policy of
small raids gradually leading up to the operztions large enough to
have a major impact. He was appar:atly opposed to small raids in
principle, once declaring it 'unworthy of such a large entity as the
British Zmpire té send over a few cu:—throats'.s Churchill's attention,
during June and July 1940, was however focused on issues of greater
céncezn, and this difference in attitudes was not fully appreciated.
The raiding organization, whose very existence was in good part due
to Qhurchill, thus expended a great deal of effort in developing a
policy which would never be accepted by him.

éhurchill's demands on 4 and 6 June were referred by the Chiefs
of Staff to the Joint Planning Sub-Committee for Study. The committee,
later termed the Joint Planning Staff, was composed of the Directors
of Plans of each of the service departuents. They replied immediately
on 6 June 1940, drawing a sharp distinction between unconventional
guerrilla and couventional raiding operations. They thought'that the
scope for unconventional operations had been greatly expanded by the
German occupation of the Atlantic coast, and would be even further
extended 1f Italy entered the war. These operations would be conducted
by either MI(R) or MO 9. The division of responsibility between these
two sections vaé rather vague, as this was a dynamic period in their
development and relationships shifted frequently. The Directors of
Plans were far less sanguine about the potential for conventional raid-
ing operations against the Contirent, though ihey did admit that, with

the information gained from the unconventional operations and the
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espionage system, opportunities for such raids might arise at a later
date. It would therefore ﬁe wise to have forces suitably organized,
equipped, and trained for raiding already in hand. In regard to the
coumand ' arrangements nec‘ssnry for conventional raids, the Directosrs
of Plauns thought that the normal service planning channels were adeQuate.6
Alr Chief Marshal Sir Cyril Newall, the Chief of the Air Staff
and chairman of the‘Chiefs of Staff, saw Churchill about his demands
on 9 June 1940, and the Chiefs of Staff reviewed the situatiom: on 11
Jupe 1940. Théy-accep:ed the distinction made by the Joint Planning
Sub=-Committee between conygntional'ahd~unconventional operations, but
felt that, if the planning and conduct of offensive operations against
the Continent were to be carried out 'with efficiency and despatch', .
a singular and geparate organization should be formed to direct them,
This organization, under the Chiefs of Staff, would coordinate all
offensive operations, conventional and unconventional, in a theater of
opefations consisting of the occupied coast of Northwest Europe. It
;wouid be headed by a Commander, Offensive Operations, who would be
Srovidea with a small inter-service staff. He would receive instruc-
tions from the Chiefs of Staff, with matters of policy being referred
to Churchill in his capacity of Minister of Defence. 3ubject to this,
the Command;t, Offensive Operations should be given a free hand to pre-
pare offensive plans, for which he could use the Royal !larine Brigade
and, irnitially, an army brigade group of specially selected personnel.7
"There was apparently some difference of opinion among the: Chiefs
of Staff as to who the Commander, Offensive Operations was to be. On
- 12 June 1940, the Admiralty candidate, lLieutenant General A. G. B.

Bourne, then the Adjutant General Royal ’arines, was selected. This

3
.
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seemed a logical choice, as the Royal Marines were deemed the amphibious
specialists. The army candidate, Brigadier J. F. Evetts, was also to be
sppointed to the new organization, and it seems that Bourne was intended
to oversee policy and the general direction of operations vhile.Evetts,
wvas to be the actual raiding commander. On 13 June, the Chiefs of Staff
directed the Joint Planning Sub-Commictce to draft, in consultation with
’Bournc, a directive for the Commander, Offensive Opérn:ions.’ Among the
guidelines laid down by the Chiefs of Staff was the stipulation that
the Commaﬁdcr, Offenﬁiva Operntioﬁa wds to have control over ll; opera~-
tions, conventional and unconventional, slong the occupied coast, and
was to be kept informed of all unconventional op;rations conaidered
for other areas. He was to have control of the Intc;;Setviéos Training
and Development Centre, and would keep in touch with the intelligence
staffs of the three service departments. There was & change from the
11 June arrangemant, in that he was to plan for the use of an infantry
brigade group only. The omission of gho Royal Marine Brigade was con-
firmed as deliberate on 14 June 194N, as this brigade had by then been
earmarked for the contingency role {n Efre and this was outsidu the
geographical ares of Bourne's responsibility. Bourne would, however,
receive the parschute troops as pnrt'of his forceq.a

The details of Bourne's organization had to be decided quickly,
as the various departments with whom he was to coordinate were already
worhing out their own programs for the ratding for;es; The Alr
Minigery, salthough {t was not fully convinc?d of the utility c¢f the
parachute troops Churchill wanted, upbroved on 11 June 1940 the estab-
lishment of a parachute training center.9> The War Off{ce was also pro-

ceeding with the establishment of 0 9 and the disbarndmeant of the
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independent éompanica.

Probic~s would also be encountered in that the War 6££1cc was of
the strong opinion that Bourne should be, as the Joint Planning Sub-
Committee had recommended, restricted to the conduct of conventional
rnidng;, Anthony Eden, the s.cr;:ary of State for Var, wrotse to
Churchill concerning unconventional operations on 13 June 1940. On the
basis of papers originating in MI(R), Eden proposed the creation of a .
special deparcment within the War Office to control all forms of uncon-
ventional warfare, including applicable operations of the Secret Intel-
ligcnéc Service and the forerunner alemants of the Special Operations
Executive. Hnjor.Canrll . L. Ismay, the head of the military part of
the secretariat serving Churcﬁill, wro:Qll covering note éo this, ex-
plli;ing.thc functions of the Commander, Offensive Operatiuns as fore-
seen at the time, and suggesting that it would be suffictcnc for the
Inter-S«rvice Planning Boutd, which was concerned with special intel-
ligence operations, to link Bourne with all the various agencies {nvolved.

Eden's siggestion was therefore rejected, although the problem of coor-

10

dination was to remain a live isluq.
The Dif.ctor of ﬂilitliy Operations and Plans, who controlled
110 9, had been one of the main advocates of the distinction between
conventional and unconventional operations. Lund wrotclthc Vice Chief
of the Impaerisl Ceneral Staff about this oa 13 June 1940, sf:cssing
his view that Bourne should be limited to the conduct of conventional
operations up to divisional size. Although Bourne might call upon the
unconventional forces to assiast in ais own operations, Lﬁnd thought

that the 'orgauisation, training, and operition of the irregular forces
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is much better left in the hands of the MO and IMI seé:ions which are
now specielising in this subject'.11 These thoughts were seconded by
Clarke who, upon hearing that Bourne was to.cakc over unconventionai
operations, feared that his section
.s.might well be smothered by the very'weight of the organisation
which was toc be superimposed upon us at a time when the raiding
forces themselves still numbered no more than two hundred men and
a few odd motor boats...We both (Clarke and Garnons~W/illiams)
felt a little nervcus of being Jockeyed into a trot before we had
really learned to walk.

The draft dir~ctive was submitted to the Chiefs of Staff on 15
June 1940, Refuting :ﬁe‘Chiefs' opinions, the Joint Planning Sub-
Committee, with War Office support, had persisted in the distinction
between conventional and unconventional operations. The committee now
argued that, as unconventional operations would extend far beyond the
enemy coastline, the direccing agencies, although liaisoning closely
with Bourne, should remain independent. There would he no duplication
of interference, they assured the Chiefs of Stuff, and 'on occasions,
actual cooperation may even by possible'. This question of the extent
of operations was a valid point, and the consequent division of respon-
sibility was finally accepted by the Chiefs of Staff,

The Joint Planning Sub-Committee had also made s further distinc-
tion between conventional raiding operations and amphibious oper;tions
conducted to seize and hold strategic objectives, such as the con-
tingency operations then planned in Eire or against the‘Po:tuguese
Atlantic islands. The latter Uneracions were to remain the respoasi-
bility of commanders appointed through the normal service channels,

Because of the similaiities in the material and techniques {nvolved in

both types of operations, and because Bourne's control of the Inter-
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Services Training and Development Centre would emable him io sarve as
the au:horigy on amphibious landings, he was given :hi dual function
of 'Commander of Raiéing Operations on Coasts in Enemy Occupation and
Advisor to the Chiefs of Staff on Combined Operationi'. He was now
given the short citlg of Ditectof of Combined Operations, and headed
the whole, known as the Directorate of Combined Operations, through
the Coﬁbined Operations Headquarters, Bourne's role was condequently
much more limited than either Churchill or the Clifefs of Staff had
otiginall} envisaged, being in effect confined to a type of operation
which the Joint Planning Sub=-Committee had originally considered
infuasible.13 These restrictions were nevertheless readily agreed to
by Bou:ne,vwho wrote on 2} June 1940 that
In general, the activities of this Directorate ﬁay usefully be -
summed up as 'to assist and not to supersede the existing organ-
isations for raiding and for combined operations'. .
While Bourne's reasponsibilities were now fairl} well defined,
the command arrangements were still uncertain. The control of the miii-
‘tary forces to bc;used by Bﬁutnc'was the most complex {ssue, {0 9
was to be his War Office contact for all military forces, but, as has
been noted, there wai 2 school of thought that MO 9'; funﬁticn should
remain ihc original one qf directing fho commandos in uncoaventional
operations, which were not part of Lourne's duties. The six remaining
independent conp nies, under 0 9, despite their earlier origins
under !{I(R), were nnw considered conventibnal units under Bourne's
operational control for the purpose of ratiding. ' The pafachu:e units
would similarly come under Bourne, esven though they were intended to

come from the commandos, The commandos themselves were originally
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raised for unconventional operaticns, and thus should have remained
outside Bourne's scope, but, as their first operatlons were small con=-
ventional raids, which were his responsibility, they were also included
in his directive., 110 9 and the commandos were thus apparently respon-
sible to different agencies for different types of operations. The
delineation between the two was vague, and initially HI(R).even sent
representatives to Bourn;'s staff meetings. As one section of the War
Office commented on 20 June 1940, 'This is getting, as we knew, into
a petfecgly glorious muddle'.l3

Difficulties were also encountered in regard to the other con-
venﬁibnal forces promised Bourne, As had been seen, he was not given
operational control of the Royal 'larine Brigade, the one unit that had
beeﬁ established specifically for conventional raiding. When the opera-
tions against the Portuguese Atlantic islands had been first considered,
they were givin to the 3rd Division, the only fully equipped regular
division in the United Kingdom, to plan. The operations required two of
the division's three brigades, and it was then thought :hat the third
brigade of the division would be the one allotted to Bourne for raiding.

As the brigades of the division were committed on operations, they
would be replaced by other brigades, so that there would Qlﬁays be a
division in hand trained for amphibious operations. This scheme being
adopted, .thersa was then no need for Evetts to serve as the raiding
commander, as Ehe Jrd Division commander could perform this func:ion.16
By 4 July 1940, however, the entire 3rd Division had been reassigned to
the contingency role in Eire, and the Royal arine Brigade was tasked

.with the Portuguese Atlantic islands operations. Bourne thus lost both
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his raiding commander and the regular brigade, and these were not re-
placed. The only troops then available to him were the independent com-
panies and the commandos, and in performing the tasks of conventional
raiding they would soon lose all connection with the unconventional oper-
ations for which they had been raised, equipped, and tlained.

When Bourne began to consider possible raids, he realized the
need for a central agency to coordinate the military and political
aspects of all offensive operations. Gun 3 July 1940, he therefore
suggestod that it was Bo:h practicable and desirable to appoint a
éabine: minister, with a small staff, to perform this unction., The
minister would tie together the activities of MI(R), M 9 and MO 9 at
the War Office; MI 6 and Section D at the Foreign Office; EH at the
Foreign Office and the'Ministry of Information;lﬂl 5 at the Home Office;
and the Directorate of Combined Opetations.17 Bourne discussed these
ideas wiih the Chiefs of Staff and the service bitectors of Intelligence

on 8 July 1940. His scheme was not considered totallv satisfactory,

but all concerned agreed that a comprehensive system for the control
of conventional and unconventional operations was need d.18 This was
in fact an affirmation of the validity of the first préposals for a
Commander, Offensive Operations, before they were emas%ulated by the
Joint Planning Sub-Coqmittee.

Similar proposals, unknown to Bourne, had been produced by some
of cﬁe other agencies involved, and on. 1 July 1940 the{Foreign Secretary
had presided over a meeting concerned with the coctdin;cion of subversive
activities. This was the origin of the Special hperatLons Executive,

which was formally established on 19 July 1940, The c}eation of this

agcncy; in which the military had not participated, obviated the militarv
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studies on coordination. In an interview in 1942, Bourne mentioned that
the Directorate of Combined Operations was originally intended to come
under the Special Operations Executive, but that his successor did not
like the idea and persuaded Churchill to leave the Directorate an in-
~ dependent agency.19 As all the records pertinent to the Special Opera-
tions Executive are still closed to the public, this cannot be con-
firmed, but, given the intentions of the parties concerned, it does seem
quite probapie. The end result of tﬁese_actions was the definite split
betwegn :.he conventional and unconventional control s&stems. The
_ anomalous position of MO 9 and the commandos was resolved, and they
were closely associated with the Direc:orage of Combined Operations
for conventional raiding. NMI(R) went in the opposite direction, and
became part of the Special Oéerations Executive, with all its ties to
" the Directorate of Combined Oﬁeraticns being severed.

Bourne was provided with three service deputies and a small
staff, housed in a few room§ in the Admiralty. His contacts for opera-
tions were Clarke in MO 9 at the War Office and Garnons~-Williams,
termed Assistant Diiector of the Operations Division (Comﬁined Opera=-

ltioﬁs), at tahe Admiraltf. There was no equivalent tco these latter
officers ar the Air Hinis:ry.zo The forces at his disposal included
the six remaining Independant companies, in the process of being re=-
organized on a slightly smaller establishmen:, and the ten c0mmand§s,
just forming. The first two raids, carried out in June and July 1940,
wvere in reality carfied out by ad hoc groups, and none of Bourne's
units were considered to be fully operaticnal.

The independent companies were in a relatively more advanced

gtate of readiness than the cormmandos, and secticns of the War Office
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other than MO 9 soon began to consider employmenc for them. A number of
the companies, a&s noted earlier, were assigned to home defense duties.
The 3rd Division, when tasked with seizing the Azores and Cape Verdes,
had qonsidernd usiug two of'them, and two were also initially included
in plans for the expedition against NDakar. The Governors and Commanders~-
in=Chief of both Malta and Gibraltar had been asked if they could usé
such units, albeit without their raiding craft.zz Gibraltar thought
them a valuable reinfor;ement,'and on 25 July 1940 No. 10 Indepencent
Company éas alerted for overseis movement.23 This company was mobilized
accordingly, but was diverted to the Dakar expedition.24 Although Malta
thought there was a good potential for téiding, the lack of equipment,
together with the difficulty of passing the unit through the Veditew-
ranean, prevented anything being done in this area.zs The danger of
invasion ;f the United Kingdom had also strengthened the arguments of
those in the War Office who were opposed to the diversion of troops and
material overseas.26 Possiblg operﬁcions in Eire, however, did feceive
some priority, and the Chiefs of Staff decided on 2 Auéust 1940 that
one company should train and be held ready in an air-portable role for
dispatca éhéra.27

‘ Bourne requested that the number of comp@nies be brought back
up to tenm, totnliing 2,000 men. FProposals were put forward for raising
two compayies from Norwégian volunteers,.and further companies from
" French and Belgian volunteers, as they would be particularly valuable
for oporation; in their home countries. There were apparently some
difficulties encounterad, for the foreign units were not formed until
much later, as No. 10 (Inter-Allied) Cormando. lo. 11 Commando was

then being organized for Operarion COLLAR, the first raid, and Bourne
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endorsed Clarke's plan for the formation of ten such commandos.. Bourme
has commen:edl:hat he'personally disliked the loose commando organiza-
tion, and thought fhe independent company one to be better. It is
therefore sﬁtprising‘that he asked the War Office for a larger commando
group, of 5,000 men. The parachutists were originally to come from the
commandos, however, and this may have been a factor in the decision.28

The commando concept was being changed even'as the first steps
were taken in organizing them, primarily because of their exclusion
from the.Special Operations Executive ahd their Subordination:to the
Combined Operations Headquarters. Alzhough they retained their rather .
unorthodox administrative arrangements, their organization gradually
became more formalized., The Commando Training Instruction Numset f,
issued on 15 August 1940, and the Independent Company Training Instruc-
tion Humber 1, {sgued on 20 August 1940, were remarkably similar in
concept, and some par#graphs in the two sets of instructions were
identical. The major difference at :hhtitime was that the independent
companies were seen to be capable of :ombining {nto a larger force of :
;f working with regular units, whereas the commandos were normally

seen working as single units in a pure raiding role.zq

_This was not,
howe;ef, sufficient a distinction to justity *he existence of two
separate organizaticns, each based on completely different adﬁiniscra—
tive arrangements, and efforts were soon made to amalgamate them,
Bourng's most urgent requirements concerned assault shioping and
craft, The landing craft just starting to c§me off the produc:idn line

vere needed by the Royal Marine Brigade, and a search was therefore made

for a suitable alternative, The decisfon was eventually made to order

136 Eureka craft built by Higgins in the United States. Higgins had
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built this boat as a commercial proposition, and had some ready for
immediate delivery. These boats, designated P-Craft, were not ideal.
They carried no arwor, and would not hold more than éS men, a figure not
matching any unit organization. The troops had to jump over the bows
upon landing, rather than use a ramp. Still, they could do twelve knots
fully loaded, could get on and off a beach with ease, and were 'mag-
nificent sea boats'.30 The first raids across :hg Channel, however, soon
indicated that for any but thé shortest distance raids, carrier ships
were need;d to take the R-Craft across the Channel and return them
before daylight. Five Belgian cross-Channel packets vere: therefore
commandeered, and were converted into Landing Ships Infaatry (Smail).
The conversion process would require somé time, hawevet, and they would
not start coming into service until the end of 1040,31

fhe initial plans for the raiding organization to be controlled
Sy the Combined Operations Headquarters were rathcg extensive. Four
raiding bases were to be established, at Warsash, Northney, Dartmouth,
and Brightlingsea. The first three would be training and operational
bases, while the last would be solely an operational base. Each base
would have two flotillas, each of six R—Ctafﬁ. Raids would be con-
ducted along the enemy ;oast within range of‘thcse bases by elements of
the commandos gnd independent companies dgtailed to them. Targets
outside of the range éf the R-Craft would be .attacked by the raiding
squadron of the five Landing Ships Infantry (Small), which would use
Milford Haven, Lamlash, and Loch Strangford as training and operitional
bases. All operationg were to be coordinated through Clarke and Carnons-
Williams., Garnons-Williams was also responsible for directing the

traiuing at the raiding force bases, and for representing thelir needs
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to the Admiralty.32 This plan was never to come to fruition, howeveé,

The conversion of the Belgian ships took time, and the deliveries of

the R-Craft were slower than anticipated. Before the material became

available, the whole premise on which the raiding organization was based

was to be challenged,
Clarke and Garnouns-Williams also began to encounter other prob-

lems within their re&pective service ministries., As Clarke later wrote

++.from the date of General Bourne's appointment a subtle change
crept into our relations with the War Office and the Admiralty.
We did not detect it straight away, but gradually found fair
weather giving place to squalls, and before long the troubles
were starting. With the appearance of a Lieutenant General at
the head of an eﬁbryo 'Combined Operations Headquarters', the
whole character of raiding began to change before it had even
started, ' The Service ifinistries sawv their grip being loosened,
for it was ceasing to be an affair of enthusiastic amateurs to
whom they had beén ready to give every encouragement and help

so long as they temained under their own control. Now coatrol
was passing to a| /brand new agency which was answerable only to
the three Chiefs of Staff and the Prime Minister, an agency which
had never been tgsted and of which coaservative Whitehall was
frankly sceptical. The War O0ffice viewed the prospect of some
five thousand soldiers in the new commandos being removed bodily
from {ts hand atfa moment when every man might be needed for the
defence of England; while the Admiralty felt much the same in
regard to the small craft and their crews. It was perhaps only
human nature if their staffs began to lose a good deal of the
enthusiasm for tHe new venture as a consequence,

These problems arose even though Bourne stressed that the Combined
|
Operations Headquarters was to act in suppor: of the service machinery.

|

They were to be incréasingly magnified as his successor pursued a policy
of confronca:ion wi'h the service departments.

Bourne, on being appointed Director of Combined Operations, had

accepted MO 9's planffor Operation COLLAR, the raid on the French coast
at Le Touquet, with the ultimate object of penetrating to the Berck

airfield. The raid Qas conducted on che night of 24/25 June 1940. The
|

3ix crash boats usedicould take only 30 men each, and, of the six, two
|
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had :5 be left behind owing to engine trouble. The raid was thus limited
to 120 men. Worse than that, the boats came from three different poris,
and the appointed rendezvous was missed, Besides cutting the time on
shore to a third oé that planned, this failure to link up forced the
boats to go in singly. Two of the parties had minor skirmishes with
the Germans and withdrew, leaving behind two German bodies and bringing
back one friendly wounded——Clarke himself. Some useful lessans had
been leatped, but the raid could not really be described as a success.34
This raid produced a greater stir on the British side than it
did on the German. Bourne had been convinced that most of the informa-
tion leaks in World War I had come from ':hose in high places', and so
he did not provide details of the raid in advance to :h; Uar Cabinet.
To make matters worse, he issued, after the raid, a communique on his
own autboricy, which to his mind 'gave the public a good kick when they
badly needed it'. The War Cabinet was not pleased to hear of the raid
from the press, and decided that no further publicity would be given
to Bourne's operations. The Chief of the Imperial Gereral Staff starced'
to make inquiries as to who was responsible for the release of infor-
wation, and Bourﬁe'later noted that there was talk of a court-martial,
Eden apparnntly took a more lenient view, and BourneA'goc awvay with {t',
Neve;theless, this was the only time that such a raid was conducted
without the explicit ;pproval of at least the Defence Committee (Opera-
:ious).or the Chiefs of Staff. As the only means of offensive land
warfare on the Continent, raids conducted by mere handfuls of men were
thus elevated to the level of the highest councils oflwar. The ban

on publicity, arrived at seemingly without much discussion, at the same
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time invalidated one of the major arguments fof continuing such small
raids, that of their effect on British morale. This poiicy-vould con~
tinue through mid-1941, with the exception of the March 1941 raid on
the Lofoten Islands in Norway. Even then, the commandos who took part
in it were not identified as such. 3

Bourne was aware that Churchill disliked small raids, but with
the assets available, Bourne thought they would be the only type of
offensive operations feasible for some time to come. On 10 July 1940,
Bourne tﬁerefore wrote a memorandum ou:lininé a policy for such
raids., He stressed that all offensive operations should be related to
the plan by which the war was ultimately to be won, and so, in the
absence of any clear instructions, he had set the Combined Operations
Headquarters; goals as destroying the enemy's resources, forcing the
enemy to expend his assets, and making the enemy's life 'as hard and

as uncertain as possible'. The sooner these were achieved, the sooner

‘would victory be possible, and he consequently planned to conduct small

ralds as soon as the weather conditions and the limited manpower and

- material available would permit.

Bourne realized that this policy might be criticized as merely
a series of 'pinpricks', but he was confident that

«s.these pinpricks very materially assist us in the general policy
+ssand will not in any way prevent us carrying out larger and
more impressive raids when the means are forthcoming...These more
spectacular raids will be coming in due course, but they will
only differ from the smaller raids in that they will tend to

make the enemy expend still more guns instead of butter, and
.cause more enemy to be harried and made misorable. They will

not produce any new effect and therefore my contention is that
the sooner we start the process the sooner the war will end.

" I submit therefore that my present policy of staging small
raids 1s in conformity with correct war policy, and that these
small raids should be permitted to continue until such time
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as larger raids could be s:agcd, and later in conjunction with
" such larger raids.36

Bourne met Churchill for lunch just after he had written the above,
but could not dissuade Churchill from his desire to conduct much larger
operations. Churchill had earlier béen given an outline of the full
raiding organizftion that was to be‘established, and vas apparently un-

willing to accept that the forces indicated would not be ready for

' some period. For Churchill, it must have seemed more a matter of will

than resources.>’

B;urne'g opinioﬁs were sharadlsy the War O0ffice, vhich felt
that his acc;ons were 'being hampefed very seriously ﬁy a lack,of drive,
due fo uncertainty as to whether his raiding policy has the wholehearted
support of the Chiefs of Staff'. This, if anything, was an understate-
ment. COLLAR had alﬁosﬁ been cancelled at the last minute because of
a confli;: with a Secret Service operation., The second raid proposed,

termed AMBASSADOR, was then being held in suspense pending a decision

by Churchill. Two other raids, one on the coast near Cherbourg and one

to destroy the beam radio station at Ushant, had been cancelled by the

Chief; of Staff on the grounds that their scope was too small.' All
élse.aéide, this was having an effect on the morale of the croops, all
of whom had volunteered in the prospect of immediate action. The lack
of activity was also seen as a cause of the decreasing support given

to ﬁhe Direc:oraté of Combined Operations by some elemeats in the
service depattments. The War Office therefore thought that the policy
outlined by Bourne should receive unqualified approval', and it even
suggested that, in order to provide an impetus to operations, he should
be freed of the requirement to obtain approval of the Chiefs of Staff

concerning the plan for each raid. 38

gy )
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Bourne met the Chiefs of Staff on 12 July 1940 to discuss this
policy. The Chiefs of Staff had secured Churchill's assent to AMBAS-
SADOR eariicr that day, and consideration of the raiding policy, which
certainly conflicted with Churchill's ideas, was fostponed pending the
outcome of this operacion.39 AIBASSANOR had in fact been mounted at:
Churchill's instigation. He had not liked the abandonment of the
Channel Islands, and was frequently to consider projects for recovering
:hgm. On hearing that the GCermans had larded in the islands, he had
commente& that a raid to kill or capture the few hundred Cerman troops
there would be 'exactly one of the exploits for which the commandos
would be suited'., He raised the issue in a War Cabinet meeting on 2
July 1940, and secured agreement that Bourne should conduct a 'cutting
out expedition' as sdon as possible.‘o By 9 July 1940, an officer had
been sent to Guernsey by submarine for a preliminary reconnaissance, and
a plan had been worked out foiv a raid by about 140 men carried in s
destroyer, in order to destroy enemy forces and fauc{lities on the afr-
field at Cuernsey, By 12 July 1940, the results of this reconnsissance
had been assessed and, the approval given, AI'BASSADOR was scheduled
for the night of 14/15 July,

The raiding party actually consisted of 1317 personnel from lo.
11 Independent Company/Commando and from the newly formed Wo. 3 Commando,
carried in two destroyers. Seven motor boats were to be used to trans-
fer the party ashcre, but not all of them arrived at the rendezvous in
time. Of the four boats evencually used, only two reached Guernsey,
while a third apparently landed on Safk. The planned objective was found
to be unoccupied, and no contact was made with the Cerman troops on the

island. The worsening sex then made withdrawal difficult, and a feu
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nen who could not swim out to the boats had to be left behind. By any
measure, the raid was an abject failure. 4l

Despita this setback, the War Office still supported the policy
of small raids. Omn 22 July 1940, Eden seut'Chgrchill a memorandum
giving his opinion that offensive operations would have to be conducted
in four phases. ‘First. there would be the reconnaissance aad cxpeti;',
nental stage of very small raids; then Q series of constaat 'smash and
grab’' operations conducted along the coast; then a phase when large
anphibious opctncioﬁs could be conducted against major objectives; and
finally the phase when extended operations could be conducted inland.
Eden noted that the forces for the second phase vere then in the pracess
of £orﬁation. and thought it necessary that they he 'bloédcd' by modest
'mopquito.ruids'. These would also serve the purposus'of reconnaissance,
the dcvclopm.nf c( unccri;l and technique, and the crcn;ion of & good
'moral .f!actf. One or tvo raids s week, of not more than 200 men, tere
forecast. As soon an,reguiar forﬁations could be relessed from home
defense duties and be trained, the: could initiate the 'thf.'rd phase by
tackling objectives too well defended for the raiding forces., As long
" as the operations were raids, Eden thought the Director of Comhined
Operations should be responsible, but 1f they vere intended to seize
and hold bridgeheads, the normal service machinery would be used. 1In
the final phase, the raiding forces could be used to lsiilt the oc-
cupied countries in rebelling ag;inlt the Cermans. This fa an inter-
esting point, as it nﬁbus that the War Offi{ce had not entirely given up
the {dea of vsing the independent coupnnieu'lnd commandos for uncon-
ventional operations. It would also provide a role for them when sea~

borne raiding was no longer required.
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Eden made a point of explaining that the assistance of the Roval
Navy and Royal Air Force would be required ir finding tro=aport for the
raiding forces, as the Army was likely to have, in the first two phases,
far more trained troops than could be used.2 This was to be the very
argument used by the Air Ministry in limiting the number of parachute
tfoops, but the relationship between strength and 1ift capability does
not seem to have been pursued any further by the War Office in regard
to the 1ndeéendent companies and commandos. The gradual acceptance of
tiese units as being primarily the reéponsibility of the Combined Opera-
tions Headquarters rather than the War Office possibly prevented this
trom bocoming an issue.

Churchill, however, remained adsmant to his opposition to small
r2ids. He had not been in the least {mpressed by COLLAR and AMBASSADOR,
and his reply to Eden's memorandum effectively stopped further raiding
on the Continent until lata in 1941.

It would be most unwise to disturb the coasts of any of these
countries by the kind of silly fiascos which were perpetrated at
Boulogne and Guernsey. The idea of working all these coasts up
sagainst us by pin-prick raids and fulsome communiques {s one to
be striztly avoided,

The consequences of this decision were manifold. Srall-scale raiding
was barred, and large-scale raiding was not vet feasible. The question
now to be faced was what role the forces raised for raiding should have,

The problems caused by the dynamic pressures in planning during
the period subsequent to the British withdrawal frum the Continent are
apparent. The need for some sort of raiding capability u;s recognized
at once by both Churchill and the service ministries, but the demand

for immediate action resulted in the differences in concept maintained

by the parties involved being glossed over. The raiding forces were at
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first subject to organizational conflicts within the service ministries,

involving matters of authority, and when a compromise raiding organiza- '

tion was finally agreed to by the services it was based on a policy that
had not been accepted by Churchill. The plans for the organization

outlined above were thus stillborn. Churchill fostered the growth of

. the commandoa, but had a2 role in mind for them that was far different

from that for which they were first raised. The fallure to integrate
the raiding forces into an agreed upon comprehensive strategy thus
meant ﬁhi: much of the initial effort detailed was wasted. This funda-
mental fault was not corrected during the following months, and would

have further adverse effects on the raiding forces.
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CHAPTER 11X
THE DECLINE OF RAIDING

The month of June 1946 had been a2 hectic one for ghurchill.
involved as he was in the attempts to prevent the collapse of France
and to counter the Italian entry into the war. Owing to the pressure
gf cvnntg,'the Chiefs of Staff had appointed Bournme and issued the
directive outlining his responsibilities without first securing Churchill's
asgsent. This irked Cﬁurchill, and added to his disappointment at the
limited offensive policy then baing espoused: During July, attentioﬁ
was focused on the need to prepare the United Ningdom to resist invasion,
although some thought was given to.possible offensive operations overseas.
Churchill now had time to review the progress of the raiding organiza-
tion, and 1t was apparent that he was not pleased with the direction
in which it was proceeding. Om 17.July 1940, he consequently decided to
replace Bourne with his old friend Admiral of tﬂe Fleet Sir Roger Keves,
juatifying‘this to the Chiefs of St#ff by éicing the 'larger sccpe' to
he given to offensive operations in the future. !

Keyes had been the leader of the Zeebrugge taid‘in 1918, and had
been retired in 1918. He was 67 years old, but was a pugnacious indi-
vidual with a driving ego, confident of his ability to lead men in
battle. Since the start of the war, he had been seeking some form of
active employment, and in many ways this appointment as Director of
Combined Operations seemed natural to him., He shared Churchill's {ieas
of large-scale offensive operations, as well ags his impatience wich‘the
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ponderous service machinery in Whitehall. lHe was, as Lund noted,
'Zeebrugge minded'.2

The immediate question raised by Keyes' appointment was, there-
fore, what type of operations the Combined Operations Headquarters was
to conduct. The War Office still supported Bourne's policy of small
raids which would gradually increase in size and frequency. Churchill's
concept of unconventional warfare, howéver, was that of the subversion
and sabotage being carried out by the Ministry of Economic Warfare and
the Special Operations Executive. He did not consider these activities
to be military operations in the accepted sense of the term, and wanted
the Combined Operations Headquarters to concern 1tse1f‘with mili:gry
operations on a larger scale. Proposals for small raids would coﬁ-
tinue to arise, but the emphasis had clearly shifted, or, in Churchill's
view, reverted to that originally intended. Ke?es was at first in full
‘agreement with the policy of large raids, which was never to be formally
codified, but he soon came to realize its impracticability. He was
later to complain of Churchill's prohibition of small raids, as this
ban in effect blocked any chance for tﬁe employment of his‘forcgs‘e¥cept
in areas outside of his geographical jurisdiction, .

Soon after his appointment, Keyes was directly tasked by Churchill
to plan raids of 5,000 to 10,000 men, two or three of which might be
conductad along the French coast during the winter, after the danger of
an invasion of the United Kingdom had passed. On 25 July 1940, Churchill,
again bypassing the rChiefs of Staff, asked Keyes for‘a detéiled list of
the men, material, and establishments under his command, along with
proposals for three or four medium—-sired raids for September or October, 3

This list, which gave a much more realistic idea of what was then
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possible, was submitted on 27 July 1940. No assault shipping was as
yet available and, besida; the 15 landing craft then earmarked for an
operation against Dakar, only 5 new crafi: were operational.a‘ Only 500
men from the commandos and 750 men from the independent companies were
ready for operations, and the patachqte troops had né: yet been formed.

The Joint Planning Sub-Committee, now renamed the Joint Planning
Staff, had been independently examining raiding possibilities. It was
clear to the committee that large raids of the type envisaéed by
Churchili in his notes to Keyes were some wa& into the future, and they
once again recommended‘a policy of small raid;. This recommendation
was supported by a number of factors. The organization of the units
under Keyes was not seen to be such that these units coﬁld mount large-
scale operations independently. There were not sufficient landing
craft available, and there was a lack of regular forces to exploit amy
successful landing that might be achieved. Another important considera-
tion was the morale proble. likely to be encountered in Keves' units
if they were not soon v’ ad in the role for which their pérsonﬁel had

volunteered.s

By 8 August 1940, Keyes himself proposed to car;y out small
raids of 200 to 300 men whenever suitable cbjectives could be found.
The larger raids desired by Churchill, of up to a brigade group, would
be undertaken by the regular brigade promised in Bourne's original
objective, whenever the brigade was made availabla and properly trained.”?
This latter proposal, as could be expected, received the support of the
War Office, but the Chiefs of Staff on 9 August 174N simply 'took note’
of it. Their failure to give this policy a positive endorsement avoided

a certain clash with Churchill, but the resulting lack bf definition
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did not make the planning for subsequent raids very easy.7

There was still some resistance in the service departments to
Keyes' role in the planning and conduct of large-scale raids. This
resistance, combined with the realization that the means for such raids
were not irmediately available, caused Churchill to reduce implicitly
his expectations when attempting to delineate raiding responsibilities.
By September 1940, Keyes had been assigned responsibility for raids of
up to 5,000 men or less, leaving the larger operations in the hands of
the norm;1 service planning organization. The regulzsr brigade promised
to Bourne was never assigned, presumably on the grounds that Keyes'
units, when up to strength, were more than adequate for the task then
assigned to him. Combined with the geographic restrictions on his
autherity and Churchill's ban on small raids, the Combined Operations
Headquarters was effectively condemned to a long period of inactivity.

This situation naturally proved intolerable to Keyes and con-
tradicted tﬁe very reason for the Combined Operacions Headquarters'
existence, Keyes therefore started to look furthet‘afield for action,
his justification for this being that his directive gave him command
of‘operations to be conducted by the independent companies and commandos.
It was by no mean§ clear that the restrictions as to size, type, and
location, which governed his use of regular troopé, were applicable in
the case of thesa special units. Keyes maintained that they were not,
and Churchill gave this view both implicit support, in some tentative |
decisions on the operations planned against Dakar and the Portuguese
Atlantic islands, and explicit support, in the command and control
arrangements fof an operation planned against Pantelleria in the

Mediterranean, The Chiefs of Staff, {n particular Admiral of the Fleet




47
Sir A. Dudlay Pound, the Chief of Naval Staff, and the Joint Plnnhing
Staff naturally anough did not share this view, and the definition of

the operational responsibility in such cases was to be a continual

source of dispute with the Director of Combined Operations. The net

result of these planned operations, for the commandos and independent
companies, was the loss of :hg'taiding orientation and the assumption
of many ofvth; characteristics of amphibious assaultvtroops,'in the
style of the Royal Marines. |

K‘yes, shortly after taking over the Directorate of Combined
Operations, had éxpressed'his approval of the apnroximate size of the
raiding units but, as Bourne, could see 'no real necessity to have two
separate organisations', He did not much care what the organization
eventually chosen was éalled, as iong as all the units were on a uniform
basis.8 The Chiefs of Staff agreed to this on 9 August 1940, and in-
vited the Chief of the Imperial Genéral Staff to arrange, in consultation
with the Directorate of Combined Operations, fotlthe amalgamation of the » \

two type units.? From the start, this reorganization was seen by the

War Office as the opportunity to bring the commandes on to the more

~orthodox establishment of the independent companies. The Chief of the

Imperial General Staff in parcricular, though he had originally approved
the idea, disliked the unorthodox character the commandos had developed.10
The problem of reorgani;a:ion-nou became tound up with that of
raiding policy. With the ending of the small raids, the necessity of
Laving any special troops atlall was soon questioned., The Joint Planning

Scaff aid not consider these units suitable for large~scale operations,

and, after the bar on small operations, the independent companies vere
11

almost sent back to the territorial divisions tvhich had formed thenm.
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The recruiting of the commandos was affected, and at one time was stopped
outright. This recruiting from regular units had never, in any case,
been popular with the regular commanders, who sufferad the Loss of
valuable trained soldiers, many of whom were looked upon as potential
leaders. Complaints on tﬂis score, supported by the Chief of the
Imperial General Staff, had already been forwarded to the Army Council.l?

All these factors produced a feeling of uncertginty about the
future of.the raiding forces. Keyes had measured the potentiai for
offensin operations, however, and it was clear tha:‘if he was going
to conduct any offensive operations af all, they would be carried out by
the only troops he could control, the foécés under MO 9. Another vital |
source of support for the raiding forces was Chﬁrchill, who had originally
pressed the idea and who took a personal ihtetest in their development.
He saw the German successes in France as being due to the use of special-
ized 'storm troops', and cﬁnsidered that this 1&ea should be adopted by
the British atmy;13 Any campaign that the British could conduct :hfough
1941 would have to be amphibious in character, and special troops, he
thought, would plan an important role in seizing the positions which wouldy
be expanded by the field army. apportunitiés for minor operations would
also aimost certainly arise. Churchill therefore demanded at least
10,000 men organized into these small 'bands of brothers' as well as
5,000 parachute troops.

This use of speci#l troéps for.tﬁe initial assault in amphibious
operations was fully in accordance with the doctrine developed by the
Bricish in the inter-war yeafs and was one of the roles for which tﬂe
Royal Marines were formed. Such emplﬁyment was also consistent with

Churchill's continual demend for large-3cale operations, His support
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for the commandos and independent companies, theglforn, wvas for their
use in a role other than that for which they had been raised by the War
0ffice. This intention, however, was not readily sppareat to many in

Whitehall and was to lead to a number of difficuliies ia the development

" of tha special forces. Eden, for example, when pressed by Churchill

about problems that the commandos and independent companies were having,
maintained that the War Office had 'no intention of trying to reverse
previous policy nor to curtail the ;ctivitieé of these independent units'

and promised Churchill that he would meet all of Keyes' requirements.

' He added, however, that he Jid not want units of the regular Army to be

exc luded ftom‘opportunities for action and thusl'beéomn a dull, dead
mass', 14 |

Keyes continued pressing the ease of the commaandos and independent
companies, in opposition to the Chief of the Imperial GeneralAStaff, who
favored such alternatives as amalgamating the units into companies to |
be formed into battalions, and perhaps into brigades.ls The proposal
was ;ven made that all the raiding units be turned into Joval Marines.
While in retrospect this would certainly have been the most logicai
course of action, aﬁd éould have avoided most of the problems that were
to occur, it was not deemed acceptable as it would have denied the Army
any means of engaging in offensiQe operationsl.16

The final establishment of the special units was thus delaysad
until some firﬁ decisions on their operational employment were made. A
number of conferences to this end were held between the Directorate of
Combined Operacions and che War Office. As the War Office still held

the controlling interest, the decision was reached, after a meeting on

27 August 1940, to reorganize the commandos and independent companies

gy
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on the basis of a force of twenty coﬁpanies each of 250 men, and two
parachute companies. The companies would be grouped into fours to form
battalions, and the battalions were to be formed into a brigade, undei
its owvn commander. The brigzade wa§ to be carméd the Special Service
Brigade, and the troops thereafter referred to as Special Service trcops.
This name was picked because of the War Office antipathy to the term
'commando' and was, with blithe disregard of the connotations, abbrevi-
ated as SS in official.documzncs. vThe nore orthodox administrative
arrangements of the independent companies would serve as the model. The
companies would therefore receivea a regular issue of equipment, rather
than using pools. After the -urrent volimteers were processed, recruiting
in regular units would stop, dand all future feplacements would come
direct from the initial ctraininyg centers.l? As long as it was on its
own terms, th; Wer Office would seemingly go some way to meet Keyes'
complaint that

The truth of the matter i3, the army has raised some {rregular
troops, but has not equipped them yet, and the War Office never
lose an opportunity of exprassing their disapproval of 'shock
troop' in principle,

While these organizational natters were being attended to, a
number of operations against the Continent, of varying sizes, vere
under considiration. Following upon the lessons lesrned from COLLAR
and AMBASSADOR, MO 2 had worked out, at the request of the intellipence
organization, what was considered a 'model’ raia on some suspicious
German works ac Cap Gris Nez in France, This raid, termed VHITEFACE,
was scheduled for 21 August (%47, but was cancelled at the last moment.lo

These works were in fact the foundations for Cerman long~r&nge guns, and

by mid-September they had become enough of a worry for Churchill himself
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to suggest a raid hpon :ﬁem. By then, however, neither the troops nor
the Llnding craft were available, and the project u;s dxopped.z0 CHURCH,
a raid on the nickel facilifies at Salmijarvi, finl;ud, was under study
at the time of Keyes' appcintment hut never proceeded beyond the plan-
aning -ca;-.zx A similar situation occurred in the case of a raid on
the iron ors facilities at Kirkenes, Norway.zz Both of these latter
raids had been éroposed in furtherance of the economic warfare policy.

The possibility of invasion of the United Kingéo- wvas seen to

increase greatly in early September 1060,'and this dangsr both quayed
the reorganizacion of the commandos and independent companies and
caused :hcm_to'bc divcrted for home defenue.l An iuvasiéu aleft:uaa;in
fact called on 7 September 1940, and upon the alert Keyes sgreed to
hln& over operstional control of the raiding forces to the Commander- .
in-Chief Home Forces.23 These units were then 1ﬁtegra:cd ;nto'éhc
;cgular home defense scheme, being used in many cases to shore up weak
areas. Two commandos and three independent companies, for example,
were sent to Dover.2% Keyes was very sensitive to tﬁc effect this
transfar céﬁld have on the troops, and on l]1 September 1940 sent all
the units a message indicating that it was but a tamporaty measure,

Do not think for a moment that this means the end of your chances
for offensive action...l am confident that you will prove the value
of your training which you have started so successfully, should it
be your good fortune to come into contact with the enemy...Ws have
in being s magnificent body of men wvho will be ahle to do whatc I
ask of them in the near future, which is to carry the war into the
eneny's country.

During this period, d‘spitl’lll his ozher worries, Churchill

closely foilowed the progress of the special foré;s. Although he had

been assured by‘Eden of the attention being given to these units by

the War Office, he was also apparently receiving direct reports
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indicating the state of affairs at the unit level. He wrote testily
to Eden on 8 September 1940
Unhappily, nothing has happened so far of which the troops are
aware., They do not know that they ara not under the sentence of
disbandment. All recruiting has been stopped, even though there
is a waiting list, and they are not even allowed to call up the
men who want to join and have been vetted and approved., Although
these companies comprise many of the best and most highly trained
of our personnel, they are at present armed only with rifles,
which seems a shocking waste should they be thrown into the inva-
sion melee. Perhaps you could explain to me what has happened
to prevent your decision from being made effective, In my exper-
ience, which 18 a long one, of service departments there is
always a danger that anything contrary to service prejudices will
be obstructed and delayed by officers of the second grade in the
machine. The way to deal with this, is to make signal examples
of one or two. When this becomes known you get better services
aftervards. '
Eden then reassured Churchill that, during the invasion emergency, the
units would be brought up to their full war scales of equipment, and
persounel selected would be allowed to join the units.

Churchill, charactaristically, did not let the matter drop. His
source of information must have been Keyes, who was not content with the
War Office response., On 2] September 1940, Churchill therefore asked
Eden for a breakdown, which was to be updated weekly, of the equipment
status of the commandos. 'The position 13 nouv bad, and far different
from what you were led to believe', he added.?’ Eden {mmediately sub~
mitted a breakdown, which Churchill referred to Keyes. Keyes claimed
that the material indicated had not yet 'materialised in any way', and
Churchill, as a test case, had one commando checked. He found the
facts to be other than those given in the 'misleading report', Eden
was once more sent a critical note® 'l am rather sorry to be insistent

on these small points', Churchill said, 'but they have an alarming

aspect'.29 The War Office lamely explained that the filsge impression
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glven was due to the accounting methods used.
had been released for the units' use, but werL

'within existing priorities'.30 Churchill had
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The articles indicated
still to be delivered

spurred the War Office

into action, however, and by 2 October 1940 all the material was en

route to the units. Churchill, when apprised of this by Eden, again

went directly to Keyes for confirmation.

Keyes found that deficiencies still existed, and wrote to Eden

directly. H=z was also unhappy that nothing had as yet been done to

reorganize the special forces, and he was thus

still faced with the

problem of employing two units raised on different systems. Keyes

mentioned that Churchill was still pressing him on the issue, but the

fact was that there was still a shortage of men and material, and Keyes

could not

.s.honestly say that the War Office are carrying out the wishes of

the CIGS and yourself as expressed to me.

The truth of the matter

is that these irregular units are very unpopular in certain quarters
of the War Office. But, as you know, the| PM is determined that
5,000 shall be specially trained and available for raiding opera-
tions under my direction. 7Two and a half] months have passed since

I was given the responsibilities of my dire

ctive., I am sure that

you will agree that further delay in bringing the irregular forces
to a state of readiness will be unacceptable to the P!M.

As a result of this pressure from Keyes, GeneLal R. H. Haining, the Vice

|
Chief of the General Staff, was sent to talk to

started to improve.

The ocutline of the reorganization of the

August 1940 had been guided by Ceneral L. Carr,

the Imperial General Staff, who was a 'die haFd
|

organization. Keyes, who had originally leaned

company organizacion himself, had agreed to the
1

hin, and the situation

special forces on 27

the Assistant Chief of
opponent' of the commando
towvards the independent

new scheme, telling Cden

'l an naturally interested in the new organishcion slthough [ do not
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want to interfere in any way'.32 A meeting of the commando leaders was
held in the War Office on 10 September 1940 to discuss the reorgani-
zation. The Director of Military Operations and Plans, Major General
R. H. Dewing, hoped to use this contact with the commando leaders to
influence Carr in their favor. At the meeting, the commando leaders
unanimously declared their belief that the administrative system of
the commandos did more than anything else to instill se.f reliance and
initiative, that it left th; men free to devote their whole time to
:raining; éhat it eliminated minor complaintQ, and that it was so
popular that the men feared, most of all, the punishment of being fe«
turned to their parent uniw.j3

Keyes had c;me to believe that there might be many good points
in :he commando systém that could be incorporated into the new brigade.
He had not yet had an'opportunity to see the commandos for himself,'and,
since 'the commando is likely to pass without trial in action', he
thought it might be advisable to visit them in companv with a senior
member of the General Staff before the reorganization started, 3% nill,
the Chief of the Imperial Ceneral Staff, agreed to this on 1) Seprember
1940, commcntiﬁg to Keyes that |
I am so glad you agree with the recommendation of General Carr's
meeting on the subject of the reorganisation of the irregular
forces...We all appreciate the personal interest you are taking in
the raising of these units.
Keyes and Carr accordingly visited a number of the commando units.
On 17 September 1940, Keyes then wrote to Dill that he 'was very struck
by the officers and men, by their state of training, and by the extra-

ordinary esprit de Commando which exists'., All of the men they had

spoken to on the visits were very keen, 'itching to get into action’,
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and extremely proud of the individual commandos to which they belonged.
Keyes felt, and he thought that Carr had agreed, 'that there is a goo&
deal to say for the organisation and mode of living of these commandos' . 36
He countinued to press this point agaiast a rather unwilling War Office.
Some minor irregularities unfortunately occurred while the commandos
wers under the Commander-in-Chief Hoﬁe Forces, but Keyes discounted
these. He wrote again to Eden on 1 October 1940, explaining that the
officers and men had volunteered for hazardous operations under condi-
tion whi;h gave them, at small cost to the state, privileges which
they valued highly. To take thése away from them for minor infrgctions
or §dminis:rative inconvenience would be 'straining the point' and
would bev‘rcgarded as a breach of faith'. Eden gave in, though retain-
ing the right to reconsider the arrangements at a later date, and thus
the unorthodox commando administration remained one of the corner;:ones
of the qys:en.37

Despite the fact that the special forces were being used for
home defense dutias, planning continued on their use in offunsive opera-
tions. The proposal that received the most attention during this
period was one initiated by Churchill as a successor to AMBASSADOR.

This operation, termed TDMAfO, was another product of Churchill's dis-
~like of the éorman occupation of the Channcl islands. He consequently
instructed Keyes verbally at the beginning of September 1940 to prepare
a plan to capture the 1slands and hold them for a pcriod.38 Keyes, upon
reflection, thought that it might be possibla to hold them petmn;ently.
This appesaled to Churchill, and planning along these lines was quickly
started. Besides the fact that this {dez was contrary to the view of

the Chiefs of Staff that holding the islands was strategically unsound,
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there was the difficulty that the operation could no longer be classified
as a raid. These problems were never fully brought out, however, as
almost all the planning was carried out by Churchill and Keyes directly,39

K;yes had agents placed in both Jersey and Guernsey, and re-
quested that the Admiralty provide crews éor seven cross—-Channel
steaners. As neat#y all the available landing craft were off on'the
Lakar gxpedition, a search had to be wade throughout the country for
'salmon cpbbles', shallow draft motor boats cépable of carrying about
20 to 25 men. .Throughouc these preparations, Keyes reported directly
to Churchill, the Chiefs of Staff and the Joint Planning Staff being
left rather in the dark.%0 Th; outline plan for‘TOMATO was ready by
15 September 1940, with a target date for the operation of 28 Septemher
to 5 October, but the prbjec: was postpohed indefinitely by Churchill
on 21.SepCembet 1940 §wing to the lack pf the artillery required to
hqld the islands for any pea':,iod.“1 '

Besides the requests from the intelligence services.-ghe Minig~
try of Economic Warfare, and Churchill himself, other raids were sug-'
gested through the norﬁal service planning channels. Throughout this
period, it was obvious that Bourne's earlier compliint about the lack
of a comprehensive system for selecting and'evaluating targets remained
valid.AZ The Chiefs of Staff, at the urging of the Joint Planning
Staff, asked Keyes on 19 September 1940 to consider possible ways and
aeans of obtaining informatioan on the nature and‘equipment of the

43 The Combined Operations

barges collected in the Freanch Channel ports.
lleadquarters itself suggested a number of operations, including a raid
on Tobruk on 1l October 1940, a raid on the German U-boat and destrover

bases in France, termed !'ORSE, on 12 Yovember 1940, and raids on other
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pciﬁts on the French coast, térmed RANSACK, on 10 December 1940, On
22 Novgmbcr 1940, Keyes had submitted a proposal to the Chiefs of Staff
for a raid on the Franch coast by Moroccan troops. The Chiefs of Staff
passed it on to Churchill, noting that his policy had been against
pinpricks. Churchill summarily disposed of it,
I think that it would be most undesirable for it to appear that
the only people who dared raid the occupied coasts of France were
black troops from Morocco. Moreover I do not think the course of
the war will be materially affected by a petty affair of 49 men, 44
None of the projects mentioned above ever came to fruitiom, and
this inabilicty to mount raids on the Continent caused ﬁeyes to look
farther afield for offensive opportunities. He offered to use the
;ommnndos for the contingency operations against the Azores, and this
plan was agreed to in early October. On 5 October 1940, the warning
order was accordingly given to Nos. 3, 4, 7, and 8 Commandos to prepare
to move to Ianverary in Scotland for embarkation on 15 October for
Operation BRISK.%3

Keyes then asked the War Office for a definite date for the
return ofythc other units to his command, suggesting 10 Hovember 1940
as suitable. The invasion threat could then be considered over for
vhe winter, Before the operational control was handed back to Keyes,

these latter units would be reorganized.46 The Vice Chief of the

. Imperial General Staff agreed to this, asking Keyes to contact him

personally 1f any assistance was required from the War Office. By
this time, the reorganization plans had been altered slightly. YNos. 1
through 9 Independent Companies and Nos, 5, 6§, ¢, and 11 Commandos
wars to be formed into three Special Service battalions, each of two

companies of 500 men. Two more Special Service battalions would be
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formed from the four commandos allocated to BRISK whenever it p}oved
feasible., A Special Service Btigade would be formed to control these

units. UNo. 2 Commando was to remain separate as a parachute unit and

was redesignated No. 11 Special Air Service Battalion in November 940,47
No. 12 Commando was to remain as a separate command in Horths:za Ixeland.48
The Special Service battalions were basically formad by redesig-
nating eacJ commando as a company, and linking two such companies to
form a batt?lion. Besides being 'totally uncontrcllable', with ten
troops aﬂd % strength of over 1?000 men, the hattalions were apparently
never happy| organizations. In the manner of special forces, the highly
individualigc and self-selected commandos were not suited for amalgama-
tion.%? As|far as the control of the units was concerned, Brigadier
The 0'Donovan had been appointer in late August 1940 as the Inspector
Ceneral of Irregular Units, but this post was apparently only tentative,
and his responsibilities in regard to the commandos were never formalized.
When the formation of the Special Service Brigade was decided upon,

Keyes urged! the early nomination of the commander.’” He had met The

0'Donovan, and liked him, but the War Office on 9 October 1940 appointed

Brigadier J; C. Haydon as the cormander. Haydon, who had a Guards

background, was selected apparently in order to provide a more 'regular'
i

influence oﬁ the brigade. lle got along well with Keyes, and proved,
in the end,;one of the most ardent supporters of the commandos. The

- formation of the Special Service Brigade might have been thought to
:
satisfy the requirement in the Director of Combined Operations’ original

directive fgr an Army brigade, and this subject was not to be further

|

discussed,

}s part of the search for offensive operations for the Special

l
1

k4
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- Service troops, occasional attempts were still made to Qecure approval
for raids on the Continent. A raid on the ilmenite mining facilities
;nd hydroelectric plant at Jossing Fjord in Norway was particularly
favored and;pushed for by its proponents, and it well {llustrates the
difficulties encountered with the rai&ing policy during the clcsing
monghs of 1940. This operation, f;rst termed CASTLE and then ANDIBLE,
was inicially considered by Bourne in his capacity as Deputy Director
of Combined Operations on 21 October 1940. Bourne proposedlthat the
raid be conducted by one independent company, as 'anything less: would
not belapytoved by the Prime Minister'. Although the intelligence
staff's appreciation was that the effects of the raid would not be far
-reaching, as Germany had about eleven months' stock of ilmenite in ﬁand,
Bourne still considered it a useful operation. It would be a success,
same:hing.needed ;: the time; 1:‘would hearten the Norwegians, an object
particularly favored by the Special Operations Executive; and it might

bring back s..;me prisoners.51

Planning for this operation was delayed for a considerable time
by the need.for better intelligence, but the information ultimatel}
secure& was exceptionally accurate, and even the services of a local
pilot had been obtained. The Ministry of Cconomic Warfare was conspl:ed
on 8 lNovember 1940, and the operation was finally scheduied for the
third week in January 1941. The outline plan was first considered by
the Chiefs of Staff on 27 December 1940, They agreed to the operation
in principle, but decided to obtain the concurrence of Vice Admiral
J. C. Tovey, the Cormander-in~Chief, liome Fleet, before submitting the
‘proposal to Chutchill.sz The commander appointed for the operation vas

consequently seant to Scapa Flow, and secured Tovey's approval, even

»
-4
.
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though he was not fully convinced that the gains to be made warranted
the risk of damage to the four dastroyers involved. He was also a little
put out, justifiably, by the failure to be included in the initial
B planning.53
Churchill happened to see the message traffic with Tovey on this
matter, and told Pound that, as Tovey had not heen 'at all forthcoming',
it would be best to drop the operation. Churchill himself did 'not
wish to disturb the Norwegian coast for a :rifle 1ike this'.?% Church-
i11's attitude filtered down through channels quickly, and Brigadier A.

Hornby, who replaced Bourne as the Deputy Director of Combined Operatioms,

wrote to the llilitary Assistant to the Chief of the Imperial General

Ve - »

: Staff telling him that, while MANDIBLE was generally regarded 'by all’'
as a sound scheme, it was in danger of being 'torpedoed' by Churchill

iy because he had learned of it without having been officially informed

heforehand, a procedure ;;nathema to him'. Hornby declared that the
Chief of the Imperial General Staff had consistently been in favor of
small raids, and he therefore hoped that D11l would 'push' this one
through. The constant cancellations were having an adverse effect on
the morale of the raiding forces. He thought that if MANDIBLE were not
al;awéd to take place, then a definitevruling should te requested from
Churchill as to whether it was worthwhile planning any future rafds.

' The Combined Operations Headquarters had spent some considerable time
in the past three months planning raids similar to this, and 'none had
been allowed to take place'. 'It rather brings one to wonder for what

the SS troops were formed',3>

On 4 Jaauary 1941, the Chiefs of Staff gave ANDIRLE, along

with a new proposal for a raid on the Traquino Acqueduct in southern
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Icaly, cirmnd Project T, a vafy sympathetic hearing, and decided to
Submit them formally to Churchill., This was done by means of a short
summary since, for security reasons, written plans werve kdpt to a
minimum. The Chiefs of Staff supported these two operations, noting
that it would be some time before m;jor operations could éak; place
and, in the in:etim,. operations such as MANDIBLE would he ;raluahle
training for the troops and Qtaffs.56 Churchill tefused.:o consider
MANDIBLE. 'I cannot consent to this. It will ouly disturb the whole
Rorwegia; coast for means and objects which are trivial.'57 There was,
however, no consequent debate on the raiding policy in general, possibly
because Churchill approved Project T, renamed COLOSSUS, shortly there-
after, and attention was focused on the execution of this operation.

The difficulties encountered in securing approval for raiding
the Continent had caused the Combined Operations Headquarters, upon the
" Italian invasion of Greece in October 19490, to turn to the possibility
of raiding in the Mediterranean. Keyes‘suggested that one or two com-
mandos be established initially on Crete for chiQ purpose and eventually
wanted to take six cormandes, personally, to the Mediterranean fof such
operations. Consideration of this was to beéome intertwined with his
other proposal for the capture of the island of Pantelleria,‘off Sicily,
ﬁermed WORKSHOP, and priority was eventually accorded fo this latter
operation. The cancellation of WOPKSHOP in .January 1941 would end and
prospect of a centralized raiding organization in ghe ﬁediterranean.
As early as 13 December 1940, the Chiefs of Staff had accepted a recom—
mendation from the Joint Planning Staff that all responsibility for
raids against the Italian mainland would devolve upon the Commander-in-

Chief, Mediterranean, while raids conducted in the irga coatrolled hy
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the Commander-in-Chief, !..ddle East, would come under his direction,

" The Joint Planning Staff thereupon ce;sed considering raiding in 1its

planning of the war against Italy.SS.

The approval of WORKSHOP, which involved six commandos, had
;aused the assembly of all the Special Service troops and the remaining
assauit shipping at Inverary. The four commandos alloted éo BRISK had
by this time been formed into two Special Service battalions, though the

shipping space ultimately provided had allowed for the use of only

three commandos in the operation. The reallocation of shipping between

BRISK and WORKSHOP then reduced the BRISK requirement to two commandos,

or one Special Service battalion. The two battalions originally detailed
to BRISK, los. 3 and 4 Special Service Battalions, were further advanced
in training than those units recently released from home defense duties.
As WORKSHOP vas a scheduled operation, as opposed to the contingency
nature of BRISK, Keyes secured the approval of the Chiefs of Staff for

a transfer of unit responsibilities. On 1 December 1940, No. 5 Spacial
Service Battalion was accordingly allocated to BRISK, and Nos. 3 and 4
Special Service Battalions were transferred to WORKSHOP, to work in
conjunction with Jo. 2 Special Service Battalion.59

These three Special Service Battalfons, along with the only

three Landing Ships Infantry (Large) available, the Glerearn, GlenroQ,

and Clengvle, were then trained as an amphibious striking force.
Although WORKSIIOP was cancelled in January i@él, the Commanders-in=~
Chief Mediterranean and !Middle East wanted the assault shipping, though
not necessarily the Special Service troops, for amphibious cperations
of their own. A great debate on amphibious pclicy broke out. kcyes,

despairing of any action, wanted to send the amphibious force out to the
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{laditerransan intact, but Churchili was reluctant to lose the Special
Service troops, expectant asvhe was of large-scale operations in north-
west Europe. The upshot of this debate was taat on 21 Jaauary 1941
Churchill authorized the sailing of the assault shipping and their
comﬁnndc complements, less orie commando which would be replaced by a
locally raised Hiddlchas: unit, around the Cape of Good Hope to Egypt.
Keyes fought tuis docisibn. intent as he now was in using the Special
S;rvicc units as the basis of an amphibious assault force, but without
avail; aﬁd on 31 January 1941 the assault shipping and Yos. 7, 8, aﬁd
11 Commandos sailed §or the Middle East. The commandos were organized
into 'Layforce', under the command of ﬁrigadier R. E. Laycock, and were
:6 be used, or misused, as regular infantry during :he4bﬁgcle for Crete.
A few riiding attempts were to be ma&e, but by the sumper of iqal the
units were to be dlsbanded and the surviving commandos dispersed':o

otﬁar units.so

The departure of Nos. 7, 8, and 11 Commandos left 3,5N0) Specfal
Service troops in the United Kingdom, o:ganized‘in No. 1 Special
Service Battalion, made up of the disbanded independent companies and
new recruits and the understrength Nos. 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, and 12 (Irish)
Commandos. Churchill wanted this force rebuilz to a strength of 5,n00
men as quickly as possible, but as recruiting was no lﬁnger allowed in
regular units, che.replacemmn:s had to come from infantry training
centers. This meant that the Special Service units would not be opera-
tionally effective for some time to come, Another factor limiting
their employment was the smail 1lift capability of the asssult shipping
and craft left in the United Kingdom. Even 1f all available shipping

was used, the s:riking.fotce cgeated would be no larger than 2,500 men.
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There was thus already a fair number of Special Service»ttoops left over
for raids across the Channel in R-Craft. Further troops would not be of
much use without the transport to carry them, and this would not bhe
ready for some time to come. Keyes merefore told Churchill and the
Chiefs of Staff that he would attempt to raise the extra 1,500 troops
called for but poinced out that this would create many problems. He
would rather concentrate on bringing the present units up to strength
than on raising nev ones.bl Churchill referred this suggestion to the
Chiefs of Staff on 29 Jaguary 1941,

In many raspects, the decision to dispatch onl§ three commandos
to the 'iddle East worked to the advantage of the Special Service troops.
The reorganizatior necessary after their departure rrcvided the oppor-
tunity to raview the Special Service iattalion organization. Illeves
wrote to Haydon on 30 January 1341 that his experience with the Special
Service troops while training with them for WORKSHOP had convinced him
of the superiority of the coumando organization, and that it had only
been with 'considerable reluctincu and misgivinga' that he had con-
curred in the batralion nrganization favored by the Uar Office, The
Specisl Service battalions were, in his view, not onlv unnecessary but
undesirable as they deprived the commando leaders of the chance to
exercise initiative and of the full personal control of the men they had
salected and trained. Keyes thought {t 'infinitely preferable’ that
the Special Service Brigade should uitimately be commosed of ten com-
mandos of not more than 500 men each, with the smallest possible staffs,
These commands would be far less cumbersome than the hattalions, and

better suited for amphibious operntions.62

& 60 o s M e, ot it
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Haydon agreed with Keyes, and on 3 February 1941 a meeting was
held in the Combined Operations Headquarters, with representatives of
MO 9 present, to draw up recommendations for submission to the War
- 0ffice. These recommendations would include the reorganization of the
Special Service troops into separate commandos, with six troops each
instead cf the previous ten.52 A further meeting was held with thz War
Office on 9 February 1941, during which Haydon presented his case for
the new organization, The Special Service battalion had been reported
unluitabic in training; it did'not fit into any known .assault shipping,
nor did any of its sub-units fit into ;he available landing craft; and
it detracted from the highly individualist spirit of the commandos. The
meeting agreed that the new organization should he adopted, ‘.'10“8 as
it was undarstood that this was to be the final form of the Special
Service units., Haydon further recormended that the Spec131 Serv1ce
Brigadg should, for the present, consist of eight commandos, as this was
the maximum that could fit {nto the crafr available., This organizaticn
would require the recruitment of only about 50N extra men, and would :
not demand any more officers., The question of reéruitment, hovever,
wag postponed until the Chiefs of Staff had made a ruling on the aize
of the Special Service force required in the United Kiugdom.64
The Royal Marine Brigade, used in the Dakar expedition, had
aftervards been divided into two brigades for the contingency operations
against the Portuguese Atlantic 1slands .85 At the instigation of the
Admiralty, the Chiefs of Staff on 9 August 1940 approved the creation
of a Poyal 'larine Division of three brigades of.:uc battalions each, to
be used as an assault force for amphihious operations., Tha third

brigade had started forming on | October 1940 but, as in the case of the
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first four battalions, the force had to be created from scratch. Prog-
ress in establishing the brigade was slow during the winter of 1040-41.66

The Joint Planning Staff, during the reorganization of the
commandos, was working on a study concerning the requirements for the
Royal llarine Division. The previous use of the commandos in an amphib-

ious assault force and Keyes' apparent intentions of recreating another

" such assault force with the commandos remaining in t¢he United Kingdom

ceused the Joint Planning Staff to widen the scépe of its investigation.
The Joint Planning Staff decided that the first stage should be the
determination of the most profitable employment of the units available
for amphibibus operatiéns--the Special Seryice troops,':hg Royal
Msrines, and the fleld army=--~and on 6 Februaff 1941 thev presented a
report on this subject. In looking at the role of the'Special Service
troops, the Joint Planning Staff found themselves opposed to keyes'

and Churchill's conception of :heif role as specialist assault troops
for amphibious operaticns, a role that had been assumed because of the
ban on small raids and the Rbyal Marines' involvement in contingency
operations. The Joint Planning Staff now correctly pointed out that
the commandos lacked‘adequate combhat support and administrative
services, thus limiting seriously the extent to wﬁich a successful
landing could be exéloited. Although for a short time, and at a
limited distance, the Special Service troops could provide a greater
measure of surprise, mobility on foot, and short-rarge firenower, they
were not as effective as a norm~. field unit for landing operations

in the face of an enemy. 1. was 'tactically and economically unsound',
therefore, 'that ther troops should form the spearhead of anvy big

landing operation', 'Sever:héless. in combined operations, they are
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' likely to be useful in diversions to the main operation.' The Joint
Planning Staff consequently recommended that the Special Service troops
concen:rate.én raiding and uncvonventional warfare. The assault role in
minor operations could be carried out by the Royal Marine Division, while
any large operations could be carried out by Army units.

Trained field army troops are fully capable of carrying out oper-
ations in the face of the enemy. Further, their organisation and
equipment, modified to suit the country, allow them to undertake
an advance to some depth beyond the landing beaches.57

In'Qiew of this far-sighted and comprehensive analysis, the first

ever really undertaken, the Joint Pianning Staff saw no need for large
numbers of commandos. On this basis, the War Office supported Keyes'
recommendation that ao new Special Service units be formed. This plan
would also free some of the assault shipping for training elements of
the field army and ease the manpower shprtage.68 The Chiefs of Staff
considered both the Joint Planning Staff report and Keyes' recommenda-~
tions on 12 February 1941. Curiously, they did not endorse the views
of the Joint Planning Staff on the role of the Speclal Service troops,
decl#ring instead thdt they were ;1rrelevanc to the subject and had not
been called for'. It is hard to discern the reasons for this abrupt
rejection, otner than a defereace to the vesied interests of the paities
concerned. A heated controversy was then in progress over Keves'
authority as Director of Combined Operations, and the commandos were,
after all, one of Churchill's proteges. In any event, the failure to
seize this opportunity to define the relationship and function of the
Special Sarvice troops in regard to the other forces available would
lead to further difficulties in the development of a ratding party.

Further attempts wers >eing made to condhc: raids on the Continent, hut
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by the end of March 1941 the raiding policy was in effect abandoned and
the Special Service troops again integrated into amphibious assault
force earmarked for the capture of the Canaries islands.

The Chiefs of S:aff did accept, however, the proposais concern=-
ing the size and organization of the Special Service troops, and this
was agreed to by Churchill.59 By the end of February 1941, the Special
Ser;ice battalions were formally dishanded, and the changeover to the
new organization waes well under way.' Although in later vears a numher
of Special Service brigade headquarters were to be established for
tactical command and control, and the Royal Marines wevre to disband
their division and convert to the commando configuration, the basic out=-
line of the individual commando units was to remain fundamentally un-
changed from February 1941 until the end of the war.

As noted, suggestions for raids continﬁed to be made through
early 1941, Despite Churchill's aversion to raiding orway, as evi-
denced in ﬁis rejection ofrUUanLE,v:he planners remained interested.
in this area., Keyes was visited in January 1941 by the chief of the
Norwegian naval staff and the Norweglan naval attache, who urged offen-
sive operations along the Norwegian coast under cover of the long
nights. Tﬁg Norwegians wanted to start raiding themselves, with four
of their own motor launches, and thought it possible that some Special
Service troops might be included., Keyes was inclined to support their
~ proposals but knew it nof worthwhile pursuing the matter until approvai
in principle had been osbtained from Churchill.”? The Chtefs of Scaff,
when approached, were attracted to the proposal hecause of the hearten-
ing effect that sn;ll raids by lorwegian sailors might have on the

_llorwegian population. They were 'well avare' that “hurchill was




[

69

opposed to 'a policy of pin-pricks on the enemyloccupied coastline',
but thought that this project might not fall into that category. They
therefors requested a ruling. On 23 January 1941, Churchill replied
'I do not approve of these operations. They are not to be further con-
tcmpla:cd.'71

A more favorable reception was given to a proposal by Hugh Dalton,
head of the Special Operations Executive, for a raid on the fish proces-
sing facilities in the Lofoten Islands off Norway. .These plants were
an 1mporéan: source of vitamins A and D for the Germans, and Dalton
thought that any diminution of the supply would 'no doubt' be a éeriPus-
matter for the German government. The Norwegian government had been
consulted, and it accepted that some action of thié kind was necessary.
This proposal had the advantage that the objective was in the far north,
- whare such an operation would not affect the livelihood of the Norwegian
fishermen to any grea: degree and was unlikely to have an impact on the
districts farther south. An attack at this time of ye r was made
easier by the almost perpetual night. The aims proposed by the Special
Operations Executive were the destruction of the herring and cod iiéer
oil plants, any transports in the local harbors, and German trawlers
fishing in the vicinity; the elihination of the small garrisons in the
islands; and the arrest of local quisling officials. Dalton askeq
Churchill for permission to borrow two assault sﬁips from the Directorate
of Combined Operations, and intended to approach the Norwegian govern;
mant for the men necessary, over and above those available from his own
organization. Churchill referred the project to the Chiefs of Staff

on 19 January 1941.72
Keyss was sware of this scheme, and although he considered

it a 'side show' which could not hit the enemy anywhere as much as
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a 'real combined operation', he told the Chiefs of Staff that he was
prepared to put up a plan of his own for the operation,73 The Chiefs -
of Staff liked the scheme as proposed by Dalton but agreed thac em-
ploying as it did both naval and military forces, it was more suit~-
able for the Director of Combined Operations to carry out, albeit in
close cooperation with the Ministry of Economic Warfare and the Com—
mander-in-Chief, Home Fleet.’# Churchill was generally well disposed
tovards the idea, though he wanted to 'feel sure' that the Chiefs of
Staff haé carefully éonaidered whether the taid_wgs likely to stir up
the Norwegian coast, and thus lead to a German reinforcement of Norway.
His main concern, therefore, was that the raiding troop; did not go
onto the mainland. As long as the attack was on the iglands only, it
could be coﬁnec:ed with the British blockade measures, rather than
being seen as a prelude to a larger o#eracion.75

On 24 January 1941, the Chiefs of Staff invited the Directorate
of Combined Operations and the Special Operations Executive to send
representatives to discus? the project with them 'as a matter of
urgency’.76 .On the following day, they gave apﬁroval to.the outline
plan prezsented by the Combined Cperations Headquarters, though éhe
Commander-{in-Chief, Home Fleet, had not yet been consulted, and directed
the initiation of the necessary planning and preparations.77 The Land=-

ing Ships Infantry {Medium) Queen Emma and Princess Beatrix, converted

Dutch cross-Channel ships just then coming into service, would be used,
together with two destroyers as escorts; ;nd thé target da;e vas sﬁt

for 22 February 1941. Churchill gave his final assent to the operation,
termed CLAYMORE, on 27 January 1941.78

Keyes approached Tovey on 6 February 1941, after furthsr work
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“on the plan. As the raid was 'obviously a naQal occasion’, he asked
Tovey to appoint 'a stout hearted commander to take cormand of the oper-
ation'. This was the first real raid in northwest Eutoﬁe to be con;
ducted since his appointment, and Keyes hoped that Tovey would offer to
let him command it petsonally.79 By 20 February 1941, the preparations
for CLAYMORE, which now 1néluded five destrqyers, vere compie:e, and on
21 February Keyes explicitly asked the Commander-in—Chiéf, Home Tleet,
1f he would like to have Keyes as the commander.80 Tovey tactfullv
replied éhac he did not think tt was~ﬁecessary, as he had complete con-
fidence in the officer he had chosen to command the operation..

Tovey did not have as high an opinion of CLAT™ORE as the planners,
The increasing U-boat attacks in the North West Approaches seemed to
him to warrant a higher priority than 'eccentric' operations such as
CLAYIIORE. He had already urged the Admiralty to postpone such opera-
tions until the U=boat threat had been countered, as he had ouly a
snall destroyer force and was faced with ever-increasing demands.
Although he had also congsidered operations off the lorwegian coast,
the shortage of cruisers and destroyers, 'whether one likea it or not’,
required that careful consideration be given as to whether the object
of the operation was worth the risk to the ships. Although the result
of a successful CLAYIIORE was difficglt to estinate, Tovey did not
believe it would cause serious damage to the Germans and thought it
would be.nore in the nature of an irritant, It might also result in
other complications, inciuding the effect on the llorwegians {f cheir
means of livelihood were destroyed and lonregian lives lost. Tovey
assuned that Keves and his staff had considered ail these aspects,

however; and as it was apparent that thev still thought the okiect
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wurthwhile, he would see that the naval side of the operation was car-
ried cut as efficiently as possible.81

Keyes assured Tovey on Z5 February 1941 that the orwvegians were
providing considerable support for the operation. Although he agreed
with Tovey as to the worth of the operation, the liorwegians were send-
ing a keen contingent, and he 'would be sorrv on their account' {if
CLAYI!IORE were not carried out. loreover, German surface units might
put to sea to oppose the operation, and thus present an opportunity
for baccie. 'Later on we may be able to work together for the over-
throw of the enemy in Norway by doing something much more worthwhile',
Keyes concluded.az

Chchhill was by now fully behind CLAYMORE. On 23 February
1941, the Commander-in-Chief, Home Fleet, had sent a message to thé
Admiralty proposing an alt2mmative operation, ALMMIEP, 1f CLAVORE
were postponed or cancelled. AIMONEPR would consist of the seizure of
the Norwegian herring fleet by boarding parties of llorvegian seamen
and Special Service v.ncps, Churchill saw‘this message, and noted to
Pound, 'but_we have to d. CLIMORE which has been long prepared and
nas teeth in 1t’.83 rvey was therefore told that ALIONER was to be
dropped and that 'great importance' was attached to CLAY''ORE, I'meil
the U=-boat situation improved in the Norfh West Approaches, however,
Tovey would be kept free from any other special operation;.sa

CLAY!{ORE was executed on 4 'arch 1941, without further.reference
to the Chiefs of Staff, by 250 men each of llos. 3 and 4 Commandos and
parties of Royal Engineers and lorwegians. The two assault ships,

with five destroyers as escorts and a submarine as a navigational aid,

were used along with a covering force of two hattleships, two cruisers,
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and five destroyers. Surprise was complete, and the only opposition
encountéred was from a German armed trawler. There were no casualties
on the Britisk side, and 225 prisoners were taken, includiég 10
quisliﬁgs. The Norwegians gave the raiding force a warm welcome, and f
315 Norwegian volunteers, including 8 women, returned to the United
Ringdom with the raiding force.85
| After the news of the success of CLAYMORE Qas received, DNalton
wasted no time in reminding Churchill ghat the scheme was originally
a Special Operations Executive idea; and he gave Churchill a lis; of
thing;hche orgénization had done to make 'a substantial direct contri-
buciou' to its success. He therefore hoped that, in apportioning
credit for the operation, 'due weight' would be given to the part
played by the Special Operations Executive 36 Churchill asked Ismay
about this, and Ismaf agreed that, while primary credit must be given
to the Directorateiof Combined Opera;ions, the Special OperQ:ions
Execuﬁive had made a valuable contribution.» Ismay prepared a lettar
complimenting the Special Operations Executive for Churchill to sign,
and Churchill then requested that a similar letter be prepared fqr
Keyes. Upor receipt of this letter, Keyes thoughtfully had copies
made and distributed to all the key personnel concerned.87

A change in policy regarding publicity was made for CLAY!'ORC.
Whereas previc's operatidns had not been publicized, the 'inistry of
Information was anxious to cover CLAY:IOPE. Lessous had heen learned
from COLOSSUS. - Although the ﬂihistty of Information had “een cen-
fidentially informed of that operation in advance, in order to he able

te suppress any news, no arrangements had been nade for phhlicity.

Vhen the Italians issued a communique on COLOSSUS and it Secare necessar:
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for the British to counter {t, the Miniatry did not know to whom to
turn. The Directorate of Combined Operations 'gas not in a position to
issue a communique', and, for a combined operation, no single service
department coﬁld do so unless it had been prearranged with the other
two.88 The Minigtry of Information had consequently suggested that in
tiie future one service department be desigﬁated the contact agency for
a particular combined operation.89

The Chiefs of Staff agreed to :hig suggestion, although they
would keeé the advance notice as short as possible. For CLAY!'NRE, the
Admiralty had been selected, és'the Royal Mavy played the proﬁinent
part.90 Approval was secured for three press officers to accompany the
force. Tovey was not very hapﬁy wvith the arrangement. 'I dislike
strongly the Ministry of Information trying to make a liollvwood show
out of 1ic, but'I presume for some gaod reason this has been approved
by the highest authority'.91 The raid piroduced sone gooa publicity,
although it would not be until much later that the commandos would be
identified and given due credi; for their part in the operation?' There
was still a desire for an activevraiding policy, despite Churchill's
position, and the Combined.Operations>Heddquatters continued to receive
sugrastions from cutside sourées. After the cancellation »f WOQKSHOP;
there were no major projects in hand, and thé Combined Nperations Head-
quarters conséquentiy had ﬁhe time to follow up on some of these ideas.
The Joint Planning Staff had proposed ®\/BARIC, which had its origin in
the Admiralty in becember 1940, The Director of Plans tSere, surveying
the possibility of 1nvasioﬁ In the springz season, decided that at least

eight of the enemy's fourteen probable invasion ports would have to he

neutralized for an extended pariod hefore the enermv's invasion potential
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kun sufficiently reduced to allow the British naval f&rces a measure
of freedom;gz Although bombardment, bombing, and minimg might destroy
some of the material at these ports and delay enemy preparations, none
of these methods couid be relied upon to deny the ports 'absolutely' to
lthe Germans. . combined operation involving fhe use of blockships
and the demolition of lockgates was seen as the hest course of action.
The Joint Planning Staff recormended that, among other measures, de-
tailed plans should be prepared between themselves and the Direct;rate
of Combined Operations and that ships and other material should be
readied to launch a number of simultaneous attacks on :he'invasion
'potts ekrly in 1941, This was approved by the Chiefs of Staff on 1IN
January 1941 and forvarded :8 Keyes. ue'was not particularly enthusiastic.
I do not consider that the immobilisation of 14 enemy ports,
'or at least 8 of them', 1s a practicable proposition for a simul-
taneous naval and militarv operation, having regard to  the ships,
ianding craft, material and troops available and the scale of
opposition to be expected. If the Directors of Plans can suggest
some way in which thig proposition can be carried out I will be
glad to consider 1e,93
Faced with the practical difficulties, the Joint Planning Staff
abandoned this ﬁroject, suggesting instead that a series‘of '"{nformation
raids' on the French coast might be useful. Discussions vith the Direc-
cdrate of Combined Operations were conducted, and the question of these
raids was raised in a meeting of the Chiefs of Staff on 25 Pehruaryl
1941. Much of the preliminary planning for these raids had by then
been done, and if approved, théy couid commence in ‘arch. The Joint
Planning Staff pointed out, however, that che ban on small raids would

have to be lifted. The Chiefs of Staff agreed to¢ submit the scheme to

Churchill concurrently with another project being studied, termed

ATTABOY, which had been suggested by Churchill himself. In the meanwhile,
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the Director of Combined Operatioans, invconjunctiah with the Commander-
in-Chief Home Forces, would continue planning the raids on the agsump-
tion that they would start after 20 March 1941, The Admiralty was asked
separately to plan destruction raids on the major invasion ports, “n-
volving bombardment, explosive ships, blockships, and mines, to be ex-
ecuted when.the danger of invasion appeared imminent.94

The other project under consideration at :he.tine, ATTABROY, was
yetlgnother foray against the Channel Islands. These were one of Church-
111's favorite objectives, and he had suggested this operation on 18
February 1941 as he thought that it was

.o oMOSE degirable that some offensive action he undertaken.to force
~ the Germans to fight and to inflict military losses on them at an
early date. If we can inflict greater damage on the enemy than we
suffer ourselves as a result of such operations, so much the bet-
ter, but even if the actual losses on both sides were about the
same we would be able to count the moral effect an important gain.
The capture or ggid on one of the ATTABOY islands would be a suit-
able objective,
This was a similar argument to the one Churchill had used earlier for
TOMATO. The operation was referred to the Joint Planning Staff for
study, and their report was ready by 20 February 1941, They considered
the capture of one of the islands feasible, even though the strength
of the enemy garrisons was unknown and the islands vere outside the.
range of fignter cover. The strategic effect, however, wvas considered
'aegligible'. The object could be, therefore, only to inflict losses
vpon the enemy and achieve a moral effect. The latter would be possible
only if the islands were ratained by the British, and this would entail
an undesir-ble cormitment {in rugard to both garrisoning and supniv.

The enemy reaction would be certain to cause a loss of life among the

isiands' inhabitants. Finally, as the enemy w .uld ratain freedon of
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~action, no great damage could be forced upcan him,

The Joint Planning Staff did not thiik that a raid upon one of
:he“Channcl Islands would thus have much effect and preferred the infor-
macion raids on the French coast, which carried on the term BARBARIC,
Tﬁcsc would cause a lot more damage, have a greater moral effect-—che

objectives set out by Churchill and at the same time provide informa-

tion on invasion activitics.96 The Chiefs of Staff on 29 February 1941

Fhercfare dgcidcd that they would péstpone a de;ision on bo£h projects
until thef had 8 chance to review the plans that Keves was preparing
for ATTABOY.%7

While th; capture and holding of one of the Channel Islands had
ibeen 1ﬁ§estigated by the Joint Planning Staff, :helal:ernative of a
raid had been referred to the Director of Combined Operations, uﬁder the
division of responsibility specified in Keves' directive. Kéyes was
not op;imistic about a raid in tha circumstances given. An operation
in which the troops landed and reembarked on the same night would be
'very difficult and hazardous'. In order to provide :laylighct fighter
pro:ettion :o':he_shippihg on passage, the troops would have no more
than four hours on the ground. 1nc capture of British ageats in the
islands and thelrecent enemy reactions to ships in the vicinity indicated
that surprise would he improbable. The shore defenses were a great
hazard and would, for a number of reasons, be difficult to neutralize in
the time available. The raiding fo;cesbmight not be able to withdraw,
ana would then have fo fight it out with the garrison. Keves thought
the rald might have a betrer chance for success if it wera planned to
last two aights. Despite his reservations, he was willing to start

detailed pianni-~g for a raid betwean 21 and 16 varch 1941 {f cthe Chiefs

- e, S e e et rtn ol
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of Staff decided, under the circumstances, to carry out the oper'ation.98
The Chiefs of Staff considered the recommendaticns of both the

Joint Planning Staff and the Directorate of Combined Operations, and

on 7 March 1941 informe& Churchill that ATTABOY, however carrifed out,

99 Churchill was re-

wvould not serve the purpose that he had in mind.
luctant to abandon ATTABOY, and stated that he was willing to consider
a raid lasting two nights. The éoyal Alr Force should be able to giQe
the raiding force air cover for a single day, and 'this would bring
about many further engagements with the Cermans, such as are now sought
_over the Pas de Calais'. Churchill was also averse to the alternative
of BARBARIC presented by the Chiefs of Staff, lle did not see why the
coast of France should be any less well defended than ihe Channel
Islands, and at least the latter could not receive 1mmediaﬁe reinforce-
ment in event of a raid.loo No definite decision hetween the two was
made &t this time, however,

Keyes had by now fully prepared BARBARIC, which consisted of a
number of R-Craft ope}ating in pairs and escorted by motof torpedo
boafs, in raids on various ports along the coast to capture prisoners.
The raiders would not in any case be ashore for more than two aﬁd a
half hours, and all the raids would be conducted on one night. Xeyes,
on 10 March 1741, pressed for a decision, 1if the raids were to he
carried out during the next dark night period.101 The Chiefs of Staff
considered the operatinn at length with Xeyes on 11 ‘farch 1741 and‘
recommended to Churchill that ATTABOY definftely be cancelled and
BARBARIC undertaken. 102 Churchill gave in later that night, and the
Channel Islands project was agfain abandoned.

BAPBARIC was reviewed Uy Churcuill on 17 YMarch 1041, just before
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its execution. e declared that he had never fully endorsed this type

of raiding and that he now had serious doubts about the operatiom.

BARBARIC had been compared to a 'trench raid', but to his mind the
simile was not an apt one. Since the raiders would almost certainly
find the objectives heavily guarded, a considerable number of the
commandos involved would become casualties. - He was not convinced that
any information that might be gained could not also be obtained by
aerial reconnaissance. If the objective was worthwhile, he would favor
it, but éhe capture of a few ldw—rankinghcerman soldierd 'seemed a

very small prize'. The Chiefs of Staff, faced with these objectioms,
admitted that they 'did not have strong views in favour [of carrying it
out'. Though the Vice Chief of the 'Imperial General Stjff did see it as
a valuable means of craining the commandos, and though Keyés supported it,
their arguments wers not sufficient to overcome Churchill's reserva-
tions. While Churchill realized the disappointment that the Special
Service troops would suffer, he felt certain that BARBARIC should be
cancalled. This was agréed to by the Chiefs of Staff, and the ban om

small raids in northwest Europe thus continued in force.103

In examining the above proposals for raiding the  Continent, it

. |
can be seen that this type of operation received a steahily declining

emphasis from :he.time of Keyes' appointment until HarcL i"dl. The con=-
flict between the idea of large operations as favored bP Churchill and
small-scale raiding as continually proposed was never reallv resoived.
Churchill's schiemes were far too amb{tious for the contemporary capa-

l

bility, whereas the smaller raids were ohjected to by Qhurchill as

being militarily useless and a political liabilicy. A!raiding system

|
wag rihus never developed, and Keyes, {mpatient for acc1on, hegan to use
i
|
I
\
|
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the raiding forces for operations elsewhere. For one reason or another,

almost none of these latter operations ever came to fruition, but in

the process of preparing for them the commandos began to assume the role
of amphibious assault troops. In many respects, the operational plan=-
ning for the commandos was distinct from the overall strategy pursued
by the Chiefs of}S:aff, and no coordinated examination of eheir opera-
tional role was undertaken. The unilateral Joint Planning Staff effort
of March 1941, accurate though 1t later proved to be, was never seri-
ously coﬁsidered. In any-event, by that time the original justification

for the cormandos, the raiding of the Continent, was no longer viable.

Sy
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JP(41) 138 'Operations Against the Channel Islands' 20 Feb 41,
CA3 34/27.
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CHAPTER 1V
THE AIRBORNE FORCES

The growth of the commandos, despite the lack of an appropriate

role for them in the strategy followed by the Britisn for the war

against Germany, can be contrasted with the retarded development of

the. other force gcmanded by Churchill, the parachute troops. The Air
Hinistry-had been moved to some action by his call for 5,M0: such
troops, and a training school was established at Ringway, Manchester,
ou 21 June 1940 under the newly promoted Squadron Leader L. A. Strange.
This school, termed the Central Landing School, was to come under the
operational control of the Director of glans 2t the Air llinistry. This
arrangement was different than that in regard to the Combined Operations
lleadquarters and the cﬁmbtned operations training cen:e:g. The Director=-
ate of Combined Uperations, from the start, had far less contfol over
:ﬁe development of airborne forces than it had over the other rafding
forces, and th; subordination of the Cantral Landing Schoel to the Alr
Staff made the airborne forces particularly susceptible to the prevailing
AMr Hiﬁiscry prejudices. At the start nothing existed at Ringwayﬂ
The airfield was only half bui;t, the six (M{itley boohers allocated had
not yet been converted to drop parachutists, the training parachutes
were still being manufactured, and the number of trained parachuti;cs
available to serve ag.ianstructors was ahsurdly small.}

Churchill soon heard of a lower f{igure of 777 to 319 parachutists
Leing proposed by the Air (iinietry, and on 22 June 1740 vroce confirming
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his desire for 5,000, as originally specified.2 Bourne supported this
figure, intending that the majority of the commandos be parachucis:s}

He held a meeting of all the interested parties in his office on 1 July
1940. Inquiries were made as to whether the figure of 5,000 could be
trained in tl.ree months, and an outline plan was prepared for this num—
ber, requiring the establishment of six further schools, one for each
army command. Strange thought this large-scale training feasible provided
that somecre with authority could give quick decisions on policy and
authorize the necessary equipment. . He asserted that he could begin
training the firsc group of 100 men at Ringwav within a week, 1f he ':ouid
take decisions that might not be covered by PAF regulations'. To a large
measure, this remark apparently referred to overly restrictive safetv
precautions.3 The Central Landing School could‘gfaduace a couyrse of 1NN
men each week, the course itself lasting approximately a month. JAgreement
was reached that the first 100 volunteers from o, 2 Cormando would be
sent to Ringway by 8 July 1740, though the course was not to start until
a week later.’
These plans did not appeal to the Air Staff, and Afir Commodore
J. C, Slessor, the Director of Plans, wrote a cautionary letter to
Bourne on 4 July 1940,

I am rather uneasy about the 2ir side of the deve lopment of
rarachute troops, and am afraid that {f ve are not careful it will
be a case of more haste less speed, I am also afraid that if ve
try to go too fast we nmay have unnecessary traininpg casuaities
which will be a set back to the development of parachute units.

The fact is that, until two or three weeks ago when the Prire
Minister told us to develop five thousand parachute troops, we had,
rightly or wroagly, not made any preparations, eitner in the sphere
of aircraft or personnel, to raise anv parachute trocps at all.
That may show lamentable lack of foresight on the part of the Air
and General Staffs in the past, but we need not worry about that

now. The point is that the development of vhat amounts to a com=
pletely new arm of the service, requiring a techinfaque which we
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have never ;onsidéred, material which we have never thought of pro-
viding, and special personnel whom we have never thought of train-
ing, is a thing that can not be done in the twrinkling of an eye.

Slessor therefore desired that the first course be considered an experi-
mental one, and that the Cengral Landing School not be tied to any
particular schedule for producing parachutiscs. Tﬁere was, after all,
'not really a‘:aaring hurry', since it would be some tine hefore all
the Whitleys on hand could be modified to carry parachutists, or the
parachute units themselves were fully trained for ground combat.’

| Bourne thought that a greater sense of urgency was required than
that shown in Slessor's letter, and ;eplieé that he wanred the para-
chutists 'as early as other requirements permit'.6 Bourne was concerﬂed
with the use of parachutisgs f&r raiding, but this would entail the
problem of withdrawal after the raid, and on 9 July 1940 Bournme's air

advisor tole him that recovery by aircraft vas considered 1mpracticable.7

This problem with recovery would limit the utilicy of the parachute

.:foops as far as the Combined Operations lleadquarters was concerned, and

this was the primary reason for ihe gradual separation of their devel-
opment from that of the other raiding forces, despite the logic of
having the Directorate of Combined Nperations re;ﬁonsible'for both
airborne and seaborne ugits.

Keyes was iniciall} keenly 1n£eres:ed in the forﬁation of para-~
chute troops., While he did not get to see the cormandos until Septem=~
ber 1940, he visited the Central Landing School on 26 July 1747, shortlv
after assuming the post of Director of Combined Operations. 7The first
fatality had occurred there the day prior to his visit, and all para-
chute training had been suspended. He consequently could oaly watch

dumny drops, and even these were not verv successful.? e was neverthe-
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less impressed by the spirit and enthusiasm of the staff and the first
course of volunteers then in training, He was also brought face to
face with the technical and material problems hindering progress when,
after trying to drop himself through the hottom hole of a Whitley bomber
while on the ground, he agreed that it was a most unsuitable aircraft.

4 deadlock had énsued, however, as the War Office, after the fatality,
nad prohibited parachuting from Whitleys, while the Air !inistry main-
tained that there was no alternative. Keves immediately vent to
Churchill, recommending the procurement of Douvglas DC-3s eitner by hire
from the Dutch KLM or by purchase from the ﬁmericans.q This procurement
proved to be more difficult than anticipated, and so, after their modi-
fication, the VWar Office agreed to the use of the 'hitievs, whicih vere
destinéd ﬁo continue in this role through 1942,

During a-Lrief review of the raiding nolicy with the Chiefs of
Staff on 6 August 1940, Keyes was asked anu: the future of the para-
chute troops. A totali of 500 men were then being trained as parachutists,
although a scarcity of suitable aircraft was delaying progreSS.lq Church=-
111, seeing the minutes of this meeting, annotated that he had demanded
5,000 men, not 500. Ismay then explained to him that, although the
eventual goal was 5,000, the existing limitations of the training equip-
ment made it impfacticable to go above 300. llot one to be put off,
Churchill asked when the target figure of 5,700 would be reached.11 The
secretariat rhen asked the Combined Operations Headquarters to explain
the position to Churchill, who kept 'harping on the fact that he said
5,000 parachute troops were to be got ready’.lz The Combined Nperations
Headquarters replied that the.position was such that, with 10N men beting

trained per week, the figure could be reached in about 12 months, The
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total lift capability of the only Whitley bomber group, however, was

just 600 to 700 parachutists. Furthermore, in view of the curren% oper-
ational commitments, the Air !linistry was not prepared to divert air-
craft and personnel to increase the training rate unless the operational
role of the parachutists was clearly defined and a definite requirement
existed for them.!3 It was in part the failure of the War 0ffice and
the Combined Operations leadquarters to formulate this role that allowed
the Alr linistry to remain so obstinate, with the consequent desultory
growth of the.force.

Keyes complained to Ismay on 27 August 1940 about the service
departments’' reluctance to press on with airhorne forces. The Air
Ministry, in particular, was accused of putting every obstacle in the
way. ' t is not easy to get on with the war', Keyes noted. He told
Ismay he was writing to him rather than Churchill as there seemed to
be nothing that even Churchill could do 'unless he starts afresh and
gets two or three ardant offensive spirits--free from everlasting com—
mittees; to help him do a0’ 14

The Air Hinistty justified 1ts position to Churchill on 31 Aug=-
ust 1940. It explained that it had adopted two principles in the for-
mation of airborne forces. Owing to the need for the expansion of the
bomber force as rapidly as possible, and because of the shortage of
personnel, there was no question of forming separate troop transport
units, Parachute d?opping must therefore be an alternative role for
the heavy bomber squadrons. Also, all training would have ts he con-
ducted with the aircraft used for operations, and there was thus no
sense in procuring aircraft with door exits for traininz. These

principles gave the Alr Ministry a firm basis for decrving the diversion




of valuable bomber aircraft to airborne forces unless a definite ob=
jective was 1n.view.. Furthermore, the Air Ministry believed that
'dropping troops from the air by parachutes is a clumsey and obsoles-
cent methad and that there are far more 1mportant‘possib111ties in
gliders'.ls Churcnill accepted the Air ‘tinistrv's position, bhut re-
mained somewhat sceptical.

0f course, if the glider scheme is bétter than parachutes, we

should pursue it, but is it being seriously taken up? Are we not
in danger of being fobbed off with one doubtful and experimentaj
policy and losing the other one which has already beéen proved?

The Air Staff vere s;ill uneasy at the failure to define a role
for airborne forces. 'The only requirement which has so far been stated
with authority is the P'{'s demand forVS,UOO parachutists to be trained
as soon as possible', it noted on 2 September 1940, This was copsidered
an insufficient basis for the satisfactory development of the arm, es-
peci;lly as the idea of landing the main portion of the airborne force
in gliders, rather tuan by parachute, was simultaneocusly being advocated.
The Aif Ministry therefore proposed a meeting of all parties concerned
t§ formulate a clear policy which would include a statement of ghe size
of the force required and an cutline of the operatfons in which the
force was expected to take parr. The Alr ‘tinistry position uas'that.no
more than 1,000 parachutists would ever bé needed. These troops would
nave no raiding function, but would be suited for large-scale operatioms,
to take the enemy in the rear, Even then, it seemed that the opera-
tiocnal requirement could be met by glider troops. The Air Ministry
even proposed that the parachutists should be airmen rather than

soldiers, as in tie German forces, so that there would be no division of

authority in airborne operations. The question of the functions and
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tesponéibilitigs of the Director of Combined Operations and his staff in
relation to the formq:ion, training, and subsequent employment of air-
borne forces was also raised. Given the Air Ydinistry's position on the
unsuitability of the parachutists for raiding, it was evident that it
thought the connection with the Combined Operations Headquarters would
be minimal.17 Whether or not the main purpose of this point was to oh~-
tain a relief from the continuing barrage of criticiém, Keyes was
levelling at the Air Ministry must remain a matter of conjecture,

1«5 9 prepared the basis of the War Office response to the points
raised by the Alr !linistry. The core of any airborme policy was seen
to be dependent upon the Royal Air Force's projected ability to lift
troops. A target figure, ' 'howaver vague', would be very helpful
to the Yar Office, The War Office was not completely sure of Keves'
views on the subject, but Hormby, then Assistant Director of Combined
Operations (Army); apparently thought that the éombined Operations
Headquarters wa§ not very much concerned with airhorne operations. As
far as the WQr Office was concerned, airborne operations seemed to be
analagous to amphibious operations, and the Directorate's responsibili-
ties should be similar for both. This position vas iogical but did not
takg Into acéount the fact that, whereas the Director of Combined Nvera-
tions directly contvolled the Combined Training Fentre.for anphibious
operations, he did not have and was not likely to ottain, control of
the Central Landing School, then being reorganized by the Air ‘finiscry
into the Central Landing Escablishment.18 The tenuous connection be-
twveen the Combined Operations Headquarters and the Air *‘inistry, and
the Alr !inistry's fear of anything that might detract from the homher

offensive, served to strengthen that department's grip on the airhorne
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forces, no matter what the theoretical position of the Director of Com=-
bined Operations shiould have been. At a meeting held on 5 September
1940 to discuss the establishment of the Céntral Landing Establishment,
the Combined Operations He;dquarters managed to obtain merely the
right of access to the school, with the responsibility of advising in
'matters of training and development to meet the types of operations
under consideration by the DCO'. The responsibility for airlLorne
policy remained firmly in the hands of the Air :tinistry.19
'Tﬂe proposed conference to formulate a role for airborne forces

was also held on 5 September 1940, vith the Vice Chief of the Afr Staff,
the Vice Chief of the Imperial General Staff, the Deputy Director of
. Combined Operatioﬁs, the Director of !filitarvy Training, and a whole
host of minor functionaries attending., The Vice Chief of the Air Staff
commented adversely on the failure to develop a clear doctrine, warning
the meeting that for the foreseeabie future any policy enunciated would
be limited by aircraft availability, Previous enemy airborne operations
were discussed, but the Air Staff belittled the German effort, claim—
ing that mﬁch of their success was due only to the lack of opposition,
Prospects of :he;e conditions recurring seemed doubtful., The large-
scale German pattern was also not considered the best guide for the
3ritish, incapable as they were of achieving the German force levels..
Alr superiority and surprise were also aeemed preconditions for suc=-
cessful operations. This appeared sensible, but the difficulty was
that the Air Staff declared their attainment to be highly unlikely,
particularly if the operations proposed included the subsequepc air
evacuaticn of the force.

Clarke outlined the threc tvpes of aperations that the "ar




a5

Office had in mind: a raid bv airborne troops on a selected position
"with a subsequent evacuation by air; a raid followed by an evacuation
by sea; and an operation in which the airborne forces would fofm the
spearhead and would be followed by -supporting forces. The prospects
of the first two, in the light of the Air !Ministry position, now appear-
ed siight, so the primary role was seen hy the conference as the third,
witich could also embrace the requirements for minor operations.zn

Tﬁc size of.the force was then considerad, Hornby stating that
the largésc airborne force needed for operations by the Combined Opera-
tions Headquarters wouid te about 1;000 men. In view of the 'expend--
able' nature of these forces, a total of 3,000 was therefore agreed
upon for the spring of 1941. The conference also accepted the Air
linistry position that the majority of this force could he carried in
gliders, and so only 300 to 500 men, to include saboteurs, had to he
trained parachutists. The initial order had heen placed for twelve
gliders each carrying 8 men, and as Qoon as sonme gxpcrience was gained
with these, the type and quantity of the gliders ultimately needed for
the force could be determined. The Direct;r;te of Combined Operations
was asked to prepare the requirements for gliders carrying light tanks,
guns, and heavy equipment., It was ag;eed that the glider pilots should
be Army personnel, although their training would be undertaken by the
Royal Air Force. The parééhutists were also to be soldiers, since some
Army volunteers were already in training, although, as in the case of
the glider pilots, the Royal Air Force would be responsible for their
technical training.

Hornby, reading a note from Keves, expressed concern that the

Directorate of Combined Operations should Le responsible for advice on
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the air training of the airborne fofces and on their means of trans-
port. Hornby thought that the Directorate's responsibilities for oper-
ations would be confined principally to the conduct of raids and for
insuring that the special training for any large-scale operations, as
well as the provision of the necessary cfoops and equipment, was accom=
plished. This interpretation was accepted by the conference, but in
practicé little coordination was ever accomplished.21

In the early stages, the Directorate's links with the airborne
forces wére primarily based on the fact that No. 2 Commando was being
trained in the parachute role. Throughout the autumn of 1940, as the
ties between the Combined Operations Headquarters and the other com-
mandos became progressively stronger, until these commandos for éll
practical purposes were part of {t, the oppcsite occurred with this
parachute unit. W{th the formation of the Special Service battalions,
No. 2 Commando's organization changed. On 21 November 194N, it was
designated 11 Special Air Service Battalion, and its establishment was
altered to include both parachute and glider wings. It eventually
became, in September 1941, 1 Parachute Sattalion.z2 The Directorate's
links with this unit, so logical in theory, had by then been long
abandoned,

A further mecting on airborne policy was held at the War Nffice
on 5 October 1940, by which time the parachutists were recognized as
being somewhat outside the jurisdiction of ﬁhe Combined Operations
Headquarters.23 The reason for this, given by the Vice Chief of the
Imperiai General Staff on 12 October 1940, was

«s.that they are more likely now to be included 1in an 'airhorne
force' which will form an integral part of the imperial reserve

of troops for offensive operations overseas., Turthermore, dis-
cussions between the War Office and the Air finistry have led
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to the conclusion that the difficuities of evacuating parachutists
from hostile territory will for some time to come severely limit
their employment in raiding operations.*“

This limited view of the use of airborne forces was accepted: by the -
Combined Operations Headquarters without much resistance. This ac;ep:-
ance was primarily due to Keyes' concern with current operations, the
impossibility of wresting control of the airborne policy from the Air
Ministry, and the War Office's tendency to restrict the Combined Opera-
‘tions Heaﬁquarters to raiding. The Air linistry, having gainéd‘cop-
trol of the airborne forces, promptly put themhaside in favor of 1its
other tasks. Daspite the forecast of a force of 3,000 by the: spring

of 1941, the force actually remained at the strength of one ba;taliog,
wicth virtually no gliders, until, after more prodding by Churchill. a
parachute brigade started forming in September 1941.

The Combined Operations Headquarters had not t;:ally abandoned
the idea of using airborne troops in raids, although cpportunities to
do so were scarce. The interest in raiding in the llediterranean in
late 1940 had resuited in the proposal for Project T, later COLOSSI'S,
noted in the previous chapter. This was a raid c;nducted by a small
parachute party to cut off the water supply to towns in ;he hegl of
Italy, an area where local water supplies were inadequate. The Chiefs
of Staff approved this operation in principle on & January 1941, and on
8 January 1941 asked Keyes to submit an outline of it to Churchi1l,23

The raid, which the Chiefs of Staff saw as having a reasonable
chance of success, involved the dropping of a small element of o. 11
Special Air Service Battalion, which would be recovered by submarine.

The raid would be staged out of !laita, and was plaunned for tlie moon-

light period of 13-19 February 1941, The aircraft and cfoops would
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have to be in llalta by 4 February 1941, which did not leave much time
for preparation. An immediate decision was thus called for, and
Churchill's approval was secured on 9 January 1941.26 An unusual fea-
ture of the arrangements fo: the operation, termed COLOSSUS, was that,
although the operation orders were to be flown out to the Mediterranean
from London, it had 'been left to the Commander-in-Chief lfediterranean's
discretion to make the best possible arrangements to get the party off'
after the raid.27

Tﬁe conduct of COLOSSUS was controlled through the Commander-in-
Chief Malta. On 11 February 1941, the Admiralty received a message
from him saying that tﬁe paradrop had been successful. One bomber
aircraft onva diversionarﬁ nission had been lost, However, and before
ﬁoing down ii had transmitted the rendezvous location lor the submarine
in a very low;level code. The Vice Admiral,lﬂalta, nevertheless intended
to carry out the evacuation, though he had advised the submarine to ex-
ercise the utmost caution, and he had requested close air reconnaissance
of the withdrawal area by the Royal Air Force. 23 The Chiefs of Staff
considered this situation on the wmorning of 13 February 1941, Yo infor-
mation‘had since been received from the raiding party; and reconnais-
sance of the objective area had disclosed no apparent damage. In Pound's
view, 'as the operation had miscarried it was hrobable that most, if
not all, of the personnel had been killed or rcuﬁded up’', and he there-
fore considered it wrong to risk the loss of a valuable submarine and
cfev in attempting the rendezvous. The Chiefs of Staff agreed.zq

This decision upset Keyes, He :ﬁough: that in view of the pre~
cautions taken by the Vice Admiral, !'alta, the rescue attempt should

proceed. Ye therefore wrote to Churchiil that 'I consider our failure
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to make any effort to carry out the salvage arrangements, promised &«
the participants, amounts to a clear breach of faith'.3? Churchill
discussed the matter with the Chiefs of Staff, but after a detailed
| explanation he accepted their decision. This proved, ultimately, to
_be the correct choice, as none of the partv ever reached the rendezvous
_but Keyes' stand shows why he was popular with the commando lgaders.3x
The control arrangements for COLOSSUS had cpparently bheen some-
‘ what confused, for Keies later told the Air inistry thit responsibility
for air p;epara;ions and execution must be clearly defined. In the case
of COLOSSUS, 'it was not clear whether the operatiocn was being under-
taken under the DCO or the Air,ﬂinistry'.Jz The control of airborne
operations was as'a result accorded completely to the service minis-
tries. On 26 April 1941, the Air 'inistry informed the Combined Cpera-
tions lieadquarters that 1£ had reacﬁed agreement witﬁ the War Office .
that the‘conduc: of airborne operations would be the responsibility of
the Adir !Ministry until the troops had ianded. It was the Air Mi{nistry's '
view that this division of responsibility must also'apply to raids such
as COLOSSUS, since 'the Air !finistry alone are in a position to organise
the air fogces involved and issue the orders to them'.33 The Combined
Operations ﬂeadquar:etsvdoes not appear to have heen consulted before-
hand on this arrangement, as might reasonably have been expected, hut
the position was accepted without argument. The problems with COLOSSUS
apparently bore out tile Air Scaff's carlier contention that airbarne
ralds were not practicable, and in any case it was by then clear that
Churchill was not favorably di;posed towards airborne raiding.

Churchill's att{tude was revealed in a curious sequel to COLOSSUS.

After the operation, he had sent a sharp note to lsmay, indicating that
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he did not remember 'having been consultad in any way' about the pro-
posal to use parachute troops. 'The use of parachute trcops was a
Qerious step to take, in view of the invasion aspect here, ana I would
rather not have opened this chapter, raising as it does all sorts of
questions about the status and uniform of these troops.'34 fle Qas
mollified when presented with the two minutes on COLOSSUS that he had
signed, but the incident fllustrates problems that might have been en-
countered in the creation of an airborne raiding policy, even 1if all
the other obst#cles had been‘ovetcomé. In any event, airborne raiding
was practicable only in very particular conditions, when withdrawal
by sea was feasible.' There were to be no more suggéstions for airborne
raids until 1942, when.the Bruneval raid was conducted. This would
admittedly be a classic moael of such a raid, but again it was coﬁ—
ducted under very special conditions, andlfor a particular purpose.

| The difference in the development of the commandos and the air-
borne forces is instructive, for they were hoth tﬁeoretically in the

same position, and suffered from similar problems in the definition of.

"role. The effect of the organizatfonal structure is apparent here,

for the airborne forces were subordinated to a body which clearly
placed its priorities elsewhere. The ‘airborne forces were in effect
foisted on the Air Ministry by Churchill, but his influence could only
be felt sparadically, There was no Interested person who had organiza-
tional responsibility for them, and who could f&ster their grovth. The
airborne forces, without a clear opefacional requirerent, thus remained
static for almost the entire period covered. The commandos, in con-
trast, were under an independent organization controlled bv a forceful

individual who was intent on action, and who had Churchill's ear.
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Although the original role for which the commandos had heen formed had
almost disappeared by March 1941, thetir growth and continued existence
had been assured because of the vested incerescs.then involved. They
had taken on a life of their own and had heen converted to other roles

primarily because of their availability, rather than because of a

- rational examination of the operatiomnal requitemnnts.' Th;é well points

out the influence of personality and organizational interest.
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CHAPTER V
ASSISTANCE TO THE SGVIET UNION

From September of 1940 through the spring of 1941, the main hope
for a British offensive amphibious operation was in the Mediterranean.
'Layforce' had been sent out from the United Kingdom with this in mind,
but, arriving 1in !farch, it was consumed in the fighting for Crete in
May. The Combined Operations Headquarters, from March 1941, was pri-
marily concerned with preparations for Operation PUMA/PILGRIM, the
contingency operation against the Canaries. By mid~surmer the size
of the force earmarked for this operation-including all the‘Special
Service troops--had grown to over 25,NN0 men, and the units involved
would, in the main,~be held for the operation until October-November
1941. Raiding the Continent, at this timé, was therefore a dead i{ssue.

The change to an active raiding policy for Northwest Europe
consequently came about not because of any inherent British require-
ment for such activity, but rather as a reaction to the German invasion
of the Soviet Union on 22 June 1941. On 23 June, the Chiefs of Staff
met to consider ways in which the British might use the German inva-
gsion of the Soviet Urion to their advantage, and Air Chief “arshal
Sir Chavles Portal, the Chief of the Air Staff, suggested that they
might, under cover of preparation. for a dummy invasion of the Continent,
launch raids cn the northern coast of France. It was thought that
Canadian troops might be used for these raids, provided that the neces-
sary landing craft and assault shipping could be found without inter-

fering with the operation mounted against the Canaries. Xeyves was
104
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consequently inscruct;d to prepare plans for a 24~hour raid of about
a brigade group on the coast of France. The object of this would be
'to kill Germans and do as much damage as possible'.!l
Churchill was then naving similar thoughts. The Royal Air Force
had been conducting an air offensive over the Pas de Calais, which
might result in British domination of the area.| In this event, he
characteristically asked the Chiefs of Staff tol consider the launching

of a large-scale raid of 25,000 to 30,000 men, |'perhaps the cormandos

plus one Canadian division', which ought to be jable to achieve 'con-

siderable resuit’.?

Keyes met the Chiefs of Staff on 24 JQneA1961 to cousider the
possibility of both large and small cross-Channel raids. He explained
that the scope of such raids would be limited by the number of landing
craft available aad by the fact that there would be only about four
hours of darkness at that time of year. If the restriction of not
using the ;hipping held for the Atlantic islaan operations was upheld,
activities would be confined to putting a couple of hundred men ashore
in fast motor boats. In the face of these lin}tations, large-scale
raids were impracticable. Something less ambdtious, he felt, might be
accomplished by using all the available 1ightgcrafc. The Joint Plan-
ning S;aff were nevertheless instructed to co%sidet, in consulration
'as necessary' with the Joint Intelligence Coémittee and the Directorate
of Cowbined Operations, the objectives for a raid on the northern Frerch
coast, on the scales of both the original insfructions to Keyes and
Churchill's request.3 The Joint Planniﬁg Sta#f readily agreed that

Churchill's ideas were not practicable. A smaller rafd was considersed

feasible, but the number of fast raiding craf% available linited the
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forces which could be employed and, consequently, the objective. The
Chiefs of Staff finally accepted this limitation, and instructed Keyes
on 26 June 1941 to draw up a plan for a raid, or raids, based on the
considerations above, for submission to the Prime .‘ﬁ.nis:er.A

Keyes told the Chiefs of Staff on 1 July 1941 that, after dis-
cussions between his staff and the Jo;ht Planning Staff, he was not
prepared to racommend the suggestions subsequently made for a raid of
2,000 or more men supported by tanks. He would, if requiréd, submit
proposals for small-scale raids, on the general lines of BAPDARIC,
with the possible addition of parachute troops. This inclusfon of
parachute :roopé would get the Air Yinistry deeply involved. The
Canadians were still seen as the likelv ground forces, Keyes thought
that the first raids could be conducted between 16/17 and 17/29 July
1941, with forces of about 300 men carried in R-Craft. The target had
not yet been selected, but the plans were in progress, and he would get
in touch with the Canadian commander. Keyes was later reminded that
this plan would also involve the Commander-in-«Chief Home Forces, under
whose command the Canadians weve serving. The Chiefs of Staff approved
Keyes' concept, and told him to continue the planning.5

The Royal Alr Force 'fighter sweeps' then being conducted over
the French coast were provoking no opposition and Eden, now the Secretarv
of State for Foreign Affairs, used this situation to persuade Churchill
to approve the resumption of small raids. These would force the
Luftwaffe to come out and fight, and, from a political view, a few
successful raids would be valuable evidence to the quiets. and others

v A

in Europe, that the British were capable of 'brisk offensive action'.

Keyes had in the meanwhile agreed to proposals to use a few tanks Grhich
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would be destroyed rather than re-embarl:ed) on the first raid. The

Special Operations Executive was by now also closely tied in with the

projec:.7

Keyes describea this raid, which was to take place in the Le
Touquaet area, to Churchill at a Defence Committee (Operations) meeting
on 4 July 1941, Churchill was ndt impressed, thinking the proposed
operation fmost'ipadequace and out of proportion to the general war
situation'. The results would be very little and might involve a dis-

proportionate iass. The Germans would claim to have repulsed the attack,

‘and Churchill considered that the general attitude of the world 'would

probably be ridicule at the feeble‘efforts which were all that we could
achieve to help the ﬁussians'. The whole affair would be al'fiasco',
and?Awhile he sympathized with the tfoops' desire fo; action, he could
see no good reasons for pursuing such a plan. The committee generally
agreed with this view, They still considered that the contingency
operations against the A;lantic islands must remain on standby, and
consequently accepted that any large-scale raids on the coast of France
were thereby ruled out. They also aéreed that it would be undesirable
to érdceed with a small;scale‘raid from which no useful result could

Se cxpec:ed.B _

The Chiefs of Staff tried again on 7ljuly 1741 to have the raid-
ing policy alterad. Pound, with Dill's support, explained te Churchill
éer:ain deceptive measures and minor raids that the Chiefs of Staff
had in mind, 'to keep the engmy on the jump, gain information, and give
our troops experience in raidihg and therebv improve morale', Little or
no information wvas being obcaiﬁed fiom the French coast, and raiding

seemed to be the only means available to improve the situation., These
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raids were not to be considered part of the British effort to aid the
Soviet Union, nor were they to be publicized. Churchill preferred a
large-scale raid, as otherwise he thought the losses were apt to be out
of proportion to the moral or material advantages gained. As this was
clearly not possible at the time, however, he finally consented to
raids by very small numbers of men., The Chiefs of Staff.therefore
issued directions for a policy on raids of the order of ten men or s0.?

Churchill was not the only individual concerned about efforts
to assist the Soviet Union. Eden had been approached hy the Soviet
ambassador on the gubject and, while he agreed to the uselessnesslof
the minor operations proposed by Keyes, he thought that it should be
possible to prepare plans for a larger venture using the forces, in-
cludiﬁg the commandos, earmarked for the Atlantic islands operations.ln
Churchill, at about thé same %ime, directed Keyes on 8 July 1941 to
plan a raid in the north of Norway by 3,0N0 to 4,000 men, to stay two

11 rrom this time on, Norway would

to four nights before withdrawal.
become a fixation for Churchill similar to that of the Channel islands.
Keyes saw the Chiefs of Staff on this matter the same morning. He ‘
drew attention to the implications of carrying out a raid in this
area, in almost perpetual daylight and out of the range of shore-~hased
fighters, It could also be carried out only by using the forces ear-
marked for PUMA/PILGRIM., The Chiefs of Staff agreed with this, but
nevertheless told him to prepare a plan for presentation to Churchill,!?
The Commaﬁdet-in-Chief, llome Fleet, had on 4 June 1941 con-
siderad a raid by one commando in Norway, but the scale of German op-

position there had been found to be greater than that originally

anticipated, and the Admiralty had not proceeded further with the
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proj;ct. Keyes took this operation, termed HAMMERFEST, and proposed to
carry it out with the tvo Royal Marine brigades then existing. le also
proposed the use of two commandos for a raid on Spitzbergen, while the
remaining Special Service troops were to be employed on cross-Channel
rvaids. All the raids could take place about 28 July 1941, which would
give the Atlantic islands force time to reassemble.for its next favor-
able moon period in August.13

The Chiefs of Staff considered, concurrently, the use of the
Aclautic‘islands force for operations elsewhere, as suggested by Eden.
In a meeting on 9 July 1941, it was agreed that there'was no possibility
of landing a large force anywhere unless it was planned to remain in
enemy territory for some time. It was thought extremely unlikely that
any military object would be gained in an operation of this nafure. If
the raid were to be carried out under fighter cover, it would have to be
limited to that part of the French coast between Dunkirk and Etaples.
Insofar as an operation in lorway was concerned, it was felt that {1t
would have no military effect, and would lay the British open to heavy
shipping losses. These losses might be avoided {f the expedition was
sent to the far north of the country, but no worthwhile objectives
could be found there., It thus seemed that there was no military advan-
tage to be gained from any large-scale raid, and, if such an opéra:ion
were to take élace, it would therefore have to be staged {in such a way
as to result in the maximum political éffect.la

The question was reviewed at a Defencé Committee (Cperations)
meeting on 10 July 1941, The Chiefs of Staff had met a Soviet mission
the day before and had been asked to mount an operation to draw eneny

forcas away from the Russian front, The Chiefs of Staff explained that
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they had some air and naval actions in mind but that after examining
the possibility of a large-scale raid, they had decided that its pros=-
pects vere not good. In any event, the raid would not achieve the
objective the Soviets had in mind. The chances of a really successful
raid appeared small, and the Cermans might be handed a propaganda
victofy when the raiding force withdrew. The Defence Committee (Cpera-
tions) accepted this view, indicating that, although they were not hope-
ful of carrying out any considerable opefations against the enemy coast
in the néar future, they would still like the Chiefs of Staff to ex-
plore the possibilities.ls
| This fu?ther study was referred to the Joint Planning Staff. In
addition, the Joint Planning Staff,‘iﬁvconsulcation with the Directorate
of Combined Operations, was to prepare a plan for a series of feints and
raids on the French coast, with the intent of bringing about large-scale
air battles, Keyes was also asked to begin the raiding of the coast by
16 Yhen they received these instruc-
tions, the Joint Plaﬁning Staff pointed out that small raids of any s§rt
were the responéibility of the Directorate of Combined Operations. The
task of planﬁing all such operations against the French coast was there-
fore given to Keyes on 12 July 104117
By 14 July 1941, Keyes had some plans ready for small reconnais-
sance raids and was working on a larger operation. ‘On 15 July 1941,
he was given permission to start the reconnaissance raids.!® The first
of these, generally supervised by the Flag Officer Commanding, Dover,
was to be held sometime be;ween 26 and 28 July lﬂhl.lq Keyes, on 13

July 1941, then presented the rhiefs of S;aff with s plan for a larger

rald in the vicinity of the Pointe de Laire, Eermed RANSACKX., This raid
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would iake place in August, and would involve a Royal Marine hrigade
and a commando, with sevan assault ships and'seven tank landing craft.
All these ~.ces would have to come from the units earmarked for the
Atlantic islands.zo

The éoviets continued pressing for a landing in France.2l on
22 July 1941, the Chiefs of Staff thefefore considered hoth the Joint
Planning Staff report on a major landing in the vicinity of Cherbourg
or Brest and Keyas' proposal for RANSACK. An operation against
Spitzbergen, detailed below, had just teen approved, and thé Chiefs of
Staff consequently decided that no raids on the French coast, other
than the small reconnaissance raids previously authorized, could he
conducted.22 The first of these small raids, CHESS, wvas carried out
by eleven men from No. 12 Commando near Calais éarly oun the morning
of 28 July 1941. It was later reported by the German proﬁaganda'
ministry as an armed reconnaissance that had been beaten off,
| As part of {its attempt to secure relief from the German attack,
the Soviet Union had proposed a joint operation against the mining
facilities at Spitzbergen. The Chiefs of Staff indicated on 17 July
1941 that they favored this operation, and the Foreign Office thén
secured the approval of the Xorwegian government.23 At a Defence Com-
mittee (Operations) meeting of 21 July 1941, Churchill decided that
it would be better if the operation were coﬁducted soleiy by the
British.24 The Chiegs of Staff looked at the implementation of this
the following day. The Joint Planning S;aff vere then instructed to
prepare the dispatch of up to an infantry brigade to Sptizbetgén as
soon as possible without affecting the Atlantic islands operations.

The troops sent would only sccupy the island during the fall.zs
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A naval reconnaissance of Spitzbergen was undertaken, and on 4
August 1941 the Admiralty informed the Chiefs of Staff that the island
was not occupied by the Germans. It was then agreed that a force of
one and a half infantry battalions, with an artillery battery, should
be sent to the island as soon as possible to protect the naval anchorage
and refuellinglinsiallations there, and cb provide a deterrent to the
enemy carrying out raids or an airborne attack on the 1sland,26 Brig-
adier A. E. Potts would command the expedition, which would consist of
Canadian.troops. By 6 August 1941, the Naval Staff had decided that
it did not need to use ghe refuelling facilities at Spitzbergen, as
operations against German shipping in thé northern waters did not
appear to be as profitahlé as first thought. The Chiefs of Staff
decided to talk to Rear Admiral P, L.'Vian, the’qommander aof the recon=-
naissance force, before making a decision on the operaﬁion, now termed
FLAXHAN, 27

Vian saw the Chiefs of Staff on 9 August 1941, There was now no
mili#ary objective to be gained by sending a garrison to Spitzbergen,
but a raid might still be useful for political and economic reasons.
A revised plan for the operation, renamed GAUJTLET, was accordingly
prepared by the Joint Planning Scaff.28 After modifications resulting
from discussions with the Soviet and ilorwegian governments, the plan
and implementing directives were soon approved. 0On 16 August lé&l, the
Chiefs of Staff gave the go ahead for GAUNTLET.29 The force sailed
from the Clyde on 13 August and reached Spitzbergen on 25 August 1741,
The Canadian troops and a few Norwegians landed from the li-ar Empress
of Canada, and 2,000 Russian miners working on the island were umba}ked.

. The Russians were taken to Archangel, while the raiding force meanvhile
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immobilized the mines. des:roygd coal stocks, and dismantled the radio
and meteorological stations. In the process, a good part of the Russian
settlement at Barentsberg was accidentally destroved by fire. The

Empress of Canada returned to pick up the troops, and the force left

for the Clyde on 3 September 1941, bringing along 765 llorwegians and
190 Frenchmen. Xo eneﬁy interference was encountered during'the
operacion.3o |

During the period August through October 1941, repeated attempts
were mﬁdé to find a suitable large-scale operation againsi either the
ilorwegian or French coasts.’ The series of small reconnaigsance raids
continued. CHESS had been discussed at the Chiefs of Staff level, hut
the two subs;quent raids were conducted without reference to this com-
mittee, On 12 August 1941, Keyes asked the Vice Admiral, Dover, to
carry out anoﬁher raid, termed ACID DROP. This raid was to take place
near Hardelot and Merlimont Page, and would be conducted by two parties
of fifteen men each, from No. 5 Commango. AEID DROP was executed the
night of 30/31 August 1941, Neither party encountered the enemy, and
no more tham an hour was spent on shore. A foliow-up operation at
Ault-Layeux the next favorable nighe, termed CARTOOW, was ab:andonled.
On 11 September 1941, the Directorate of Combined Operations p;oposed
a raid on St. Vaast and St, Aubin to the Commander-in-Chief, Portsmouth,
termed CHOPPER/DEEPCUT. This operation, by fifty-six men of lo. 1
Commando, was executed on 27/28 September 1941.3?

A drastic change in the organizatiomal rasponsibility for raiding
occurred in id-September 1741, On 7 August 1941, the Cormander-in-

Chief Home Forves, General Sir Alan Brooke, had submitted a memorandum

on the emplovyment of llome Forces in attacks upon the “reanch coast. le
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stated that Home Forces had reached a reasonably good standard of train-
ing, but lacked experience in active operatioms. This sébrtcoming placed
it at a grave disadvantage when compared with the German army, and he
therefore urged strongly that any opportunities which presented.them=
selves for operations on.the French coast between Ostend and Cherbourg
should be taken advantage of by his troops. These operations, in
conjunction with the Mavy and the Royal Alr Force, would belplanned by
the commanders and staffs under whom the troops were serving, rather than
by the Coﬁbined Operations Headquarteré. Brooke was thinking of small-
scale raids,'which would cultivate the offensive spitit of his_:rooés;
relieve the monotony of coast defense; provide valuable experience to
commanders, staffs, and troops in both the plahning and evecution cof
operations; and increase their expe:fiée in operations with other ser-

'vicés. Such raids would also provide i{nformation on enemy coast de-
fenses, and would produce reactions by the Cermans 'favourable to our war’
effort and that of our allies’. He therefore thought that not only
should such raids be carried out by troops Qnder his command, but that
they should take place as frequently as British resources allowed.32

The Vice Chief of the Imperial Céneral Staff, Lieutenant: General

Sir Henry Pownall--no friend of Keyes or the commandos-;hrought this
request to the attention of the Chiefs of Staff Sn 15 August 1041, The

Chiefs of Staff, 'while sympathising with the desire of the C~in-C Home

Forces, to carry out raids on his front, agreed that there must be prior

coordination with the DCO'. Brooke was therefore asked to see Keyes

and arrive at some joint proposals.33 He precented the Chiefs of Staff

with the results of these discussions on 6 September 1941, There {s

little record of the conversations held, but Keves had seeminglv agreed
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that the General Officers Commanders-in-Chief of Southeast and Southern
Commands, and their subordinate units, should study, train for, and
execute small raids on the coast épposi:e them, from Cap de la Hague to
West Kapelle. They were to collaborate closely with the Directorate
of Combined Operations in the prep;ratiqn of outline plans, and the unit
coqm;ndcrs responsible for the operations would then wotk qué the de-
tailed plans in coordination with the Vice Admiral, Nover, or the Com=-
mander-in-Chief, Portsmouth. Selected personnel would undergo.courses
at the establishments runm by the Directorate of Combined Operations, and
a few would 2lso accompany the commandos on raids already planneg.
Brooka also requested tﬁat more landing craft be seat toithe;soutﬁ
coast, although. the sticky problem of their control was not addressed,34
The Chiefs of Staff agreed, in generai, with these arrangements,land
decided that fhe new responsibilities would he 1ncorpofated in an over-
a;l review of the machinery for combined operations then being under-

:aken.35

During this period, the series of smalllraids on the French coast
continued without in:efference, despite the changing of the formal res-
ponsibility. On 4 October 1941, Keyes submitted the plans to the
Commander-in-Chief, Portsmouth, for & small raid against some gun posi-
tions near Hougate, termed SUNSTAR. This raid would be conducted by
a troop fu.m No. 9 Commando, landing from the converted Belpian ship
Prince Leopold. ThiS raid was scheduled for the pefiod 26=28 October
1941, but was postponed by the Commander-in-Chief Portsmouth due to
weather, On 12/13 November, a small raid was then conducted near les
Heﬁmea-crandes Hemmes, termed ASTRAKIAN, SUNSTAR was to be held later
that month, but by then the change in raiding responaihtlity caused {t to

be reviewed.
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The authority for cerfain raids having been delegated by Brooke
to the Ceneral Officer Commander-in-Chief Southern Command, the latter
had laid it down that raids in his area ghould be in two phases. The
first phase would be that of small reconnaissaﬁce raids by a few men,
which would avoid contact, followed by the second phase of large raids,
both reconnaigsance and destruction, which would be up to 36 hours in
duration. The General Officer Commanderfin-chief was entirely| opposed
to raids of an intermediate size such as SUNSTAR, which he thought too
large to.gacher information secretly, but not large enough to Fo serious.
damage. In fact, he considered that such intermediate size raﬁds would
only prejudice the chances of gathering intelligence for the larger
raids,

The Combined Operations Headquarters pressed for the execution of
SUNSTAR on the grounds that 1t was planned hefore these instructiors
were issued. The raid was eventually approved, and wa§ carried out by
'eighty—eight men of o, 9 Commando on 23/24 llovember 1041, It was un-
successful, as the landing craft landed in the wrong place and the
troops could not surmount the gliffs at the spot in time to reach their
objective before they had to withdraw, One further raid was lartied
- out in 1941, a small foray tefmed CRUPPER, on the night of 26}27 Novem-
ber in the Etaples area., The responsibility for CRUPPER is uLknown,

I
though it would appear to have been a Co 4ned Operations lleadquarters

operation. 36 !

At first glance, it seems surprising that Keves wouldjrelinquish
voluntarily this part of t s authority, but {t may not have %een seen
to be a great loss at the time. Other than the small reconnJissche

raids, no operations had been allowed on the French coast siﬁce Julw
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1940. The cormitment of the commandés and landing craft to other, over-
seas projects being considered at the time also made it unlikely that
raids would be conducted on the French coast for some time to comé, and
it was in fact the shortage of landing craft that would prevent the Com- '
mander-in-Chief Home Forces from mounting any raids in this area through
the winter of 1941-42., Keyes was also involved concurrently in a major
jurisdictional dispute in the re~arrangement of the combtined operations
organization, a dispute that would lead to his relief on 19 QOctober
1941; and the raiding quastion may have seemed a minor matter in com-
parison. Keyes' replacement, Commodore Lord lLouis Hougtbatten. assumed
the post at an opportune time, for the downgraaing in priority of the
contingency operations against the Atlantic islands would release the
cormandos and assault shipping tied up since March 1941, and would
enable the British in October 1941 to initiate an active raiding policy
in Horthwest Europe. These raids, which actually started after the
American entry into the war, were seen as alternative nperations to a
major l#nding, in aid of the Soviet Union, and were not a lineal des-
cendent of the abortive raiding policy of June 1947 to June 1941,
Planning for raiding operations :htougﬁqu: Worthwest Europe and
in the Mediterranean started in earnest in October 1941, A large nunm-
ber of projects were initially considered, but attention soon focused
on Italy and Norway. Due to conflicting requirements, the raid on Italy
was abandonad, but two raids were conducted in llorway in December 1941,
A third was attempted but was aborted, Some of the ideas that were first
considered about this time were later to bear fruit as the famous
Bruneval an:’ St. 'lazaire raids, As the anphibious capability was

steadily growing the idea of a large raid was also seriously investiated.
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The Dieppe raid of 1942, mounted under political pressure, was in fact the
ultimate product of the policy first favored by Churchill in June 1940,
rather than being the first of a serles of operations leading up to the
’ D-Day landings, As the cazpability to launch an actual invasion of the
Continent became a reality, the railds conducted became a suhordinate to

that end.
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CONCLUSION

The course of development of forces for raidiﬁg during;:ﬁa
'British war' is reasonably apparent when framed by the preparations for
raiding up to Dunkirk and the activities subsequent to the entry of the
Soviet Union into the war. This development can be broken down into
two phases, basically along the lines of the second and third chapters,
and serves as an excellent example of the pitfalls iikely to be en-
counteraed in the establishment of special purpose forces. Many of the
problems encﬁun:ered are inherent 1n‘any such force, others were the
product of particular circumstances; but the new product of the com-
bination of these factors‘was a force that was radically different
from that first envisaged and which consumed a disproportionate amount
of time, men, and material in respect to the results achieved dﬁring
the period in which their original role pertained.

Until Duﬁkirk, theré was no clea; need for raiding forces, and
those that were formed were unilateral projects of the service depart-
ments. The Royal Marines were just becoming operationally ready for
their role when they were diverted for contingency operations in the
Atlantic. This diversion left a vacuum which was filled, in the
unexpected emergency of the Norwegian invasion, by the ad hoc inde-
pendent companies. These latter units were formed for a unique role,
one which they never really had a chance to practice, and were oﬁ the
point of disbandment after the Norwegian campaign ended,

The evacuation of the field army from the Continent in June

1940 presented the planners with totally new requirements for offensive
121
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operations, requirements Ehat could seemingly best be filled, consider=-
ing the resources available, by a small group of unconventional warfare
forces. This was an idea that supposedly received the vholehearted
support of the Prime Ministet,'but the hectic state of affairs at the
time of the surrender of France and the entry of Italy into the war
prevented the discussion necessary to work out what was, in reality, a
completely different conception of operations. The period from the
esﬁablishment of 110 9 until the appointment of Admiral of the Fleet Sir
Roger Kefes thus saw the military working out a comprehensive scheme
for a raiding organization intended to harass continually the occupied
coasts by small~-scale raids. The military were at the same time ex~
cluded from the events leading up to the establishment of the Special
Operations txecutive, which was to assume the basic role originally‘
foreseen for the commandos. There were many valid military reasons
for the raiding policy espoused, and these have been given in detail in
the second and third chapters., Under the pregssure of events, however,
the organizations involved in the initial establishment of the Special
Service forces did not realize‘that such a policy of small raids had
never been favored by Churchill, primarily on political grounds. Church-
i1l saw such small forays as an admission of British weakness and con-
sidered them totally irrelevant to the strategy by which the Germans
were to be defeated.

Churchill, on his part, never fully understood the role for
which the Special Service troops had been formed. They struck his
imagination, and became one of his proteges, but he always saw thenm
being used for his own purposes, as specialist assault troops for

large-scale operations. Though such a force was specified in the
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;mphibious doc:r;ne developed in 1937-1238, this was not really a role
for which the Special Service forces were suitably organized,.trained,
or equipped. Churchill's policy of large-scalg operatioﬁs was also hot
fully prac:iéable. Though he often seemed to think that the main prob-
lem was one of attitude rather than resources, the bare fact was that
through 1941 the British simply did not have the capability to mount
large-scale raids on the Continent. | '

T§¢ appointment of Sir Roger Keyes as the Director of Combined
Operations and the ban by Churchili on tmall raids, both of which
occurred in July 1940, ushered in a new phase for the Special Service
forces. With the small raids favored by the military prohibited; and
the large raids favored by Churchill and, initially, Keyes impracticable,
the major problem facing the Speciai Service forces was, in effect, é
justification for their existence. The failure to develop a clear and
comprehensive role for the airborne forces at about the same time was
to result in these forcss languishing on the sidelines for the remainder
of the 'British war', and the same zould conceivably have happened to
the Special Service forces. A further factor against the Special
Service forces was the orthodox opposition encountered within the
service departments.

The personalities involved, particularly that of Sir Roger Keves,
now began to play a major part in the &evelopment of the Special Service
forces. As detalled in chapter three, Keyes wag intent on offensive
action and was not too particular in respect to location or type. The
Special Service forces were the only.ttoops he could call upon for
operations, and so he had a vested interest in :heir‘existence. He

gradually developed the idea of using the troops and shipping under his
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command as an amphibious striking force, capable of assuming the res-
ponsibility for the various contingency operations in the Atlantic or
executing amphibious operations in the Mediterranean or raiding. By
March 1941, MO 9 had been disbanded, and the commandos were firmly
under the control of the Combined Operations Headquarters for use in this
stfikiné force, soon to be targeted against £he Canaries islands. The
comnandos were by now fulfilling one of the original functions of the
Royal Marides, and the idea of raiding the Continent, for which they
had been forme&, was forgottén.

The purpose of this study is to provide 1néight into the problems
encountered in the formation of the commandos and airborme forces;
rather than to judge their actions; By the strict terms of reference
of June 1940, the Special Service forces could not he deemad a marked
success. But then it is the naturevof war that much good may come,
unexpectedly, from what would seem to be bad decisions, and many battles
have baen won on erroneous informaticu. The Special Service forces
more than justified their existence under conditions hardly foreseen in
June 1940, When all is said and done, they were another historic
contribution to the story of British arms, and were well suited to .
comparison with their predecessors at Agincourt.

And gentlemen in England, no abed,
Will think themselves accursed they were not here,

And hold their manhoods cheap, whilst any speaks,
That fought with us upon this day.
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